Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  Hbrary  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/| 


Iransportaiii 

Ml 


>  •"-, 


v.i 


."^ 


*• 


*  .  ■ 
■  ■■» 


%. 


InTEBSTATE  GoilMEBCE  COMMISSION  EeFOB  J^L  V 


VOLUME  I. 


REPORTS  AND  DECISIONS 


OF  THE 


1.  -  INTERSTATE 


I 


OF  THE 


United  States. 


ja 


April  5th  1887  to  April  5th  1888. 


REPORTED  BY  THE  COM 


New  Tobk; 
L.  £.  STBOUSE  it,  CO.,  LAW  PUBLISHEBS, 

1888. 


Bnteredacoordlog  to  Aet of  CongreM,  in  the  year  1888, Iff 

L.  K.  IGrrROUSB  A  od.« 
In  the  Office  of  the  libnurUn  of  Ooogress  «t  Woahington. 


•  • 


>^ 


4^X€L.^^^-^<^/^ 


(p^v  f*. 


TABLE  OF  CASM 


Paob. 

Act  to  Begulate  Commerce 660 

Alabama  Great  Southern  B'y  Oo.  et  al.y  George  Bice  v.  508 
Allen,  Dayid  F.,  et  al.^  v.  Louisville,  New  Albany  and 

Chicago  B.  B.  Co. 199 

Associated  Wholesale  Grocers  of  Saint  Louis  v.  Mis- 
souri Pacific  B'y  Co,    .        .        .       ^        .        .  166 

Baltimore  and  Ohio  E.  B.  Co.,  Biddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.        372 

Baltimore  and  Ohio  B.  B.  Co.,  Biddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.        608 

Boards-of-Trade  Union  of  Farmington,  etc.  v.  Chicago, 

Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  B'y  Co 216 

Boston,  In  re  Export  Trade  of 24 

Boston  and  Albany  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  B. 

B,.  Co.  etal. 168 

Boston  and  Albany  B.  B.  Co.  et  al.,  Boston  Chamber  of 

Commerce  v 436 

Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Lake  Shore  and  Mich- 
igan Southern  B'y  Co 436 

Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Lake  Shore  and  Mich- 
igan Southern  B'y  Co.  et  al 436 

Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  New  York  Central  and 

Hudson  Biver  B.  B.  Co .    436 

Boston  and  Lowell  B.  B.  Co.  et  al,,  Boston  and  Albany 

B.  B.  Co.  V 168 

Boston   and  Lowell  B.  B.  Co.  et  al.,  Vermont  State 

Grange  v. 168 

Burton  Stock  Car  Co.  v.  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy 

B.  B.  Co.  etcU. 182 


V,. 


Tl  TABLE  OF  CASES. 

Faob. 

Cape  Girardeau  and  Southwestern  B'y  Co.,  Missouri 

and  Illinois  Bailroad  Tie  and  Lumber  Co.  v.  .      30 

Cases  and  Proceedings  before  the  Commission,  Kules 

of  Practice  in 1 

Cases  at  issue.     In  re  procedure  in         .        .        .  223 

Chicago  and  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.       .  86 

Chicago  and  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  86 
Chicago,  Burlington  and  Northern  R.  R.  Co.  et  uL,  La 

Crosse  Manufacturers'  and  Jobbers'  Union  v.  .  629 
Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.,  v.  Bur- 
ton Stock  Car  Co.  v 132 

Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  B'y  Co.,  Michigan  Central 

B.  B.  Cot; 147 

Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  B'y  Co.,  Louis  Larrison  v.  147 
Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  Saint  Paid  B'y  Co.,  Boards  of 

Trade  Union  of  Farmington,  etc.  v.  ...     215 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  B'y  Co.,  E.  B.  Bay- 

mondv. 230 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  Saint  Paul  B'y  Co.  et  al.,  La 

Crosse  Manufacturers'  and  Jobbers'  Union  v.  •     629 

Chicago  and  Northwestern  B'y  Co.  et  al,,  La  Crosse 

Manufacturers'  and  Jobbers'  Union  v,  .  .  •  629 
Chicago,  Bock  Island  and  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  New  York 

Central  and  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.  Co.  .  .  •  86 
Chicago,  Saint  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  B.  B.  Co., 

M.  A.  Fulton  V 104 

Chicago,  Saint  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  B.  B.Co., 

F.  D.  Harding  v. 104 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  Pacific  B'y  Co., 

George  Bice  v. 503 

>  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  Pacific  B'y  Co.  et 

al.y  George  Rice  v 503 

Coal  Creek  and  New  Biver  B.  B.  Co.  et  aL,  Heck  and 

Petree  v 495 

Columbus  and  Western  B'y.  In  re  the  tariffis  of  .  626 
Columbus  and  Western  B'y  et  al.,  W.  O.  Hanf«ll  et  aL  v.  236 
'Councill,  Wm.  H.  v.  Western  and  Atlantic  B.  B.  Co.  339 

Orews,  B.  S.  et  aL  v.  Bichmond  and  Danville  B.  B.  Co.    401 


TABLE  OF  CASES.  VU 

Pags. 

Delaware   and   Hudson  Canal  Co.  et  al.,  Balph  W. 

Thatcher  v. •        •        •        •  152 

Disabled  Soldiers  and  Sailors,  In  re       .        .        •        •  28 

East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  B'y  Co.,  James 

Pyle  and  Sons  v. 465 

East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  B'y  Co.,  W.  B. 

Farrar  &  Co.  v 480 

East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  B'y  Co.  et  aL, 

Heck  and  Petree  v 495 

Evans,  Milton  v.  Oregon  Bailway  and  Navigation  Co.  325 

Export  Tariffs,  In  re  Publication  of        •        •        .        .  658 

Export  Trade  of  Boston,  In  re 24 

Express  Companies,  I71  re 349 

Farrar,  W.  B.  &  Co.  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and 

Georgia  B'y  Co.  et  al. •  480 

Filing  of  Joint  Tariflb,  In  re^  Circular         .        •        •  657 

Fish  and  Fisheries,  In  re  United  States  Commission  of  21 
Fulton,  M.  A.  V.  Chicago,  Saint  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 

Omaha  B.  B.  Co 104 

Gardner  G.  Clinton,   Beceiver,  et  al,,  Thos.  J.  Bey- 

nolds  V 393 

Georgia  B.  B.  Co.,  Wm.  H.  Heard  v.          ...  428 

Harding,  F.  D.  v.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 

Omaha  B.  B.  Co 104 

Harwell,  W.  O.  et  al.  v.  Columbus  and  Western  B.  B. 

Co.  et  al.  .        .        .        •        •        .        .        .        •  236 

Heard,  Wm.  H.  v.  Georgia  B.  B.  Co.          ...  428 

Heck  and  Petree  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Geor- 
gia B'y  Co.  etal. 495 

Holbrook,  Wm.  M.  et  al.  v,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and 

Manitoba  B.  B.  Co.          ......  102 

Illinois  Central  B'y  Co.,  George  Bice  v.          .        .        .  503 

Illinois  Central  B'y  Co.  et  al.,  George  Bice  v.     •        .  503 

Indian  Supplies,  In  re 15 

Iowa  Barb  Steel  Wire  Co.,  In  re         ...        •        •  17 


•  •• 


VUI  TABLE  OF  CASES. 

^'^  Paob. 

Jackson,  George  M.  v.  St.  Louis,  Arkansas  and  Texas 

KyCo 184 

Joint  TariflFs,  In  re  filing  of,  Circular  ....        657 

Joint  TariflFs,  In  re  publication  of  .  .      .        .        .        .        5 

Joint  TariflFs  and  Schedules,  Inre      .         •        .        .        226 

Keith,  Chas.  W.,  et  al,y  v.  Kentucky  Central  R.  R.  Co. 

etal 189 

Kentucky  Central  R.  R.  Co.  et  al,^  Chas.  W.  Keith  et  al.  v.  189 

Knoxville  and  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  et  aL,  Heck  and  Petree,  v,  496 

La  Crosse  Manufacturers'  and  Jobbers'  Union  v.  Chi- 
cago, Minneapolis  and  Saint  Paul  R'y  Co.       .         .  629 
Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  R'y  Co.,  Boston 

Chamber  of  Commerce  v.          .....  436 

Larrison,  Louis,  v.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.  147 

Leonard,  Leverett,  v.  Union  Pacific  R'y  Co.           .         .  185 

Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  In  re  Petition  of  31 

Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  George  Rice  v.       ,  503 
Louisville,  New  Albany  and  Chicago  R.  R.  Co.,  David 

F.  Allen  et  al.  v 199 

Louisville,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  R.  R.  Co.  et  aL, 

George  Rice  v. 503 

Manufacturers'  and  Jobbers'  Union  of  Mankato  v.  Min- 

nesLpolis  and  Saint  Louis  R'y  Co.  et  al.  .         .     227 

Michigan    Central   R.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago    and   Grand 

Trunk  R'y  Co 147 

Minneapolis  and  Saint  Louis  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.,  Manufac- 
turers' and  Jobbers'  Union,  &c.,  v.  ...     227 

Mississippi  and  Tennessee  R.  R.  Co.,  George  Rice  v.        503 

Missouri  and  Illinois  R.  R.  Tie  and  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cape 

Girardeau  and  Southwestern  R'y  Co.  ...  30 

Missouri  Pacific  R'y  Co.,  Associated  Wholesale  Grocers 

of  Saint  Louis  v. 156 

Mobile  and  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.,  George  Rice  V.    .        .        .     503 

Newpoi-t  News  and  Mississippi  Valley  Co.  et  al.,  George 

Rico  V. .        503 


TABLE  OF  CASES.  ix 

Paob. 

New  York  Central  and  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.  Co.,  Chicago 

Bock  Island  and  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  v.  •  •  86 
New  York  Central  and  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.  Co.,  Boston 

Chamber  of  Commerce  v 436 

New  York  Central  and  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.  Co.  et  al.^ 

Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  .  .  ,  .  436 
New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western  B.  B.  Co.  et  al., 

Biddle,  Dean  and  Co.  v. 594 

Norfolk  and  Western  B.  B.  Co.  et  al.,  W.  B.  Farrar  and 

Co.  V 480 

Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  W.  U.  Smith  v.            .        i  208 

Order  of  Bailwaj  Conductors,  In  re  petition  of     •        .  8 

Oregon  Bailway  and  Navigation  Co.,  Milton  Evans  v.  325 

Oregon  Bailway  and  Navigation  Co.,  Wm.  H.  Beed  v.  325 

Ottinger,  Adolph,  v.  Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.         •  144 

Pennsylvania  Co.,  Chicago  and  Alton  B.  B.  Co.  v.     •  86 

Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.,  Chicago  and  Alton  B.  B.  Co.  v.  86 

Petition  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  B.  B.  Co.,  In  re  31 

Petition  of  the  Order  of  Bailway  Conductors,  In  re        .  8 

Petition  of  the  Traders'  and  Travelers'  Union,  In  re  8 
Philadelphia  and  Beading  B.  B.  Co.  et  al.,  Traders'  and 

Travelers'  Union  v 122 

Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  B.  B.  Co.,  Biddle,  Dean  and 

Co.  V 374 

Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  B.  B.  Co.,  Biddle,  Dean  and 

Co.  t? 490 

Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  B.  B.  Co.  et  aL,  Biddle,  Dean 

and  Co.  v 594 

Procedure  in  Cases  at  Issue,  In  re         •        •        •        •  223 

Procedure  concerning  Questions  at  Law,  In  re  •  224 
Providence  Coal  Co.  v.  Providence  and  Worcester  B.  B. 

Co 107 

Providence  and  Worcester  B.  B.  Co.,  Providence  Coal 

Co.v 107 

Publication  of  Export  Tariffs,  In  re.  Order    •        .        .  658 

Publication  of  J^oint  Tariffs,  In  re,  Order  ...  5 


X  TABLE  OF  CASES. 

Paob. 

Pyle,  James  and  Sons,"v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and 

Georgia  E'y  Co 465 

Questions  at  Law,  In  re,  Procedure  Concerning         .        224 

Bajmond,  E.  B.,  v,  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  Saint  Paul 

E'yCo.     .        .        . 230 

Reed,  "Wm.  H.,  v.  Oregon  Railway  and  Navigation  Co.     325 
Reynolds,  Thos.  J.,  2;.  Western  New  York  and  Pennsyl- 
vania R'y  Co.        347 

Reynolds,  TJios.  J.,  v.  Western  New  York  and  Pennsyl- 

Yania,R'y  Co.  et  al. 393 

Rice,  Geo.,  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  Pa- 
cific R'y  Co.  ^        503 

Rice,  Geo.,  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  Pa- 
cific R'y  Co.  etal. 503 

Rice,  Geo.,  V.  Illinois  Central  R'y  Co 503 

Rice,  Geo.i  v.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co,  .  503 
Rice,  Oreo,,  v.  Mississippi  and  Tennessee  R.  R.  Co.  .  503 
Rice,  Geo.,  v.  Mobile  and  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  .        .        503 

Rice,  Geo.,  v.  Newport  News  and  Mississippi  Valley 

Go.  etal. 503 

Rice,  Geo.,  v.  Newport  News  and  Mississippi  Valley 

Co.  and  Illinois  Central  R'y  Co.  .         .         ,         503 

Rice,  Geo.,  v;  Saint  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and  Southern 

R'y  Co 503 

Richmond  and  Danville  R.  R.  Co.,  B.  S.  Crews  et  at.  v.  401 
Richmond  and  Danville  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.y  Heck  and  Per 

treev.       .        .        ,        i        .        .        .        .        .    495 
Richmond  and  West  Point  Terminal  and  Warehouse 

Co.  ^et  al.\  Heck  and  Petree  li.  .        .        .        •    495 

Riddle,  Dean  and  Co.  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  372 
Riddle,  Dean  and  Co.  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  R  R.  Co.  608 
Riddle,  Dean  and  Co.  v.  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and 

Western  R.  R.  Co.  etal.  •        .        .        .        •    594 

Riddle,  Dean  and  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  R.  R. 

Co.         • .      ' .        .374 

Riddle,  Dean  and  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  R.  R. 

Co^         ••      '.      " 490 


TABLE  OF  CASES.  XI 

Paob. 
Bales  of  Practice  in  cases  and  proceedings  before  the 

Commission 1 

Saint  Louis,  Arkansas  and  Texas  B'y  Co.,  George  M. 

Jackson  v 184 

Saint  Louis,  Lron   Mountain  and  Southern  R'y  Co., 

George  Rice  v 503 

Saint  Louis  Millers'  Association,  In  re  .  .  •  20 
Saint  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  B.  B.  Co.,  Wm. 

M.  Holbrook  et  al.  v 102 

Smith,  W.  U.,  V.  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co.       .       ' .  208 

Soldiers  and  Sailors,  In  re  Disabled       •        •        •        •  28 

Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  In  re        .        »        .        »  6 

Southern  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  Adolph  Ottinger  v.      .        .  144 

Tariffs  of  Columbus  and  Western  R'y,  In  re  .  .  626 
Thatcher,  Balph  W.,  v.  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal 

Co.  et  al. 152 

Traders'  and  Travelers'  Union,  In  re  Petition  of  .  8 
Traders'   and   Travelers'    Union  v.   Philadelphia  and 

Beading  B.  B.  Co.  et  al 122 

Underbilling,  In  re 63«S 

Union  Pacific  B'y  Co.,  Leverett  Leonard  v.           •        .  185 

United  States  Commission  of  Fish  and  Fisheries,  /n  re  21 

Vermont  State  Grange  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  B.  B.  Co. 

etal. 158 

Western  and  Atlantic  E.  E.  Co.,  Wm.  H.  Councill  v.  .  339 
Western  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  B'y  Co.,  Thomas 

J.  Beynolds  v 347 

Western  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  B'y  Co.  el  al.f 

Thomas  J.  Beynolds  v 393 

Western  B'y  o!  Alabama  et  al.,  W.  O.  Harwell  et  al.  v.  236 


/ 


THE  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 


HoH.  THOMAS  11  G00LE7,  of  Michigan,  Chairman. 
Hm  WILLIAM  B.  MORRISON,  of  Illinois. 
Hon.  AUGUSTUS  SCHOONMAKER,  of  New  Yoric 
HoH.  ALDAGE  F.  WALKER,  of  Yennont. 
Hon.  WALTER  L.  BRAGG,  of  Alabanw. 


DECISIONS 


OP  THE 


lOTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSIOK 


RULES   OF   PRACTICE   IN   CASES   AND  PROCEED- 
INGS BEFORE  THE  COMMISSION. 

PUBLIC  SESSIOJS^S. 

I.  When  at  Washington  tho  Commission  will  hold  its  gen- 
eral sessions  at  11  o'clock  A.  M.  daily,  except  Saturdays  and 
Sundays,  for  the  reception  and  hearing  of  petitions  and  com- 
])hiints,  and  the  transaction  of  such  other  business  as  may  be 
brouglit  before  it.  The  sessions  will  be  held  at  the  oflSce  of  the 
C-ommission  in  the  Sun  Building,  No.  1315  F  street,  north- 
wt\st.  When  special  sessions  are  held  at  other  places  such 
ri*<^ulations  as  may  be  necessary  will  be  made  by  the  Com- 
mission. 

PETITIONS  UNDER  SECTION  4. 

II.  Applications  undta*  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  for  au- 
thority to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter  distances  for 
the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  must  be  made  by 
])etition  addressed  to  the  Commission  by  the  carrier  or  car- 
riers desiring  the  relief.  The  petition  must  state  with  par- 
ticularity tho  extent  of  the  relief  desired  and  the  points  at 
and  between  which  authority  is  asked  to  charge  less  for 
longer  distances ;  the  reasons  for  the  relief  sought  must  also 
be  set  forth,  and  the  facts  upon  which  the  application  is 
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founded.  The  petition  must  be  verified  by  some  officer  or 
agent  of  the  carrier  in  whose  behalf  it  is  presented,  to  the 
eflfect  that  the  allegations  of  the  petition  are  true  to  the 
knowledge  or  belief  of  the  affiant.  Notice  must  be  published 
by  a  petitioner  in  not  less  than  two  newspapers  along  the  line 
of  the  road  having  general  circulation,  for  at  least  ten  days 
prior  to  the  presentation  of  a  petition,  stating  briefly  the  na- 
ture of  the  relief  intended  to  be  applied  for  and  the  time 
when  the  application  will  be  presented,  and  proof  of  each 
publication  must  be  filed  with  the  petition. 

III.  Upon  the  presentation  of  a  petition  for  relief  an  in- 
vestigation will  be  made  by  the  Commission  at  a  time  and 
place  to  be  designated,  when  testimony  will  be  received  for 
and  against  the  prayer  of  the  petition.  After  investigation 
the  Commission  will  make  such  order  as  may  appear  to  be 
just  and  appropriate  upon  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
case. 

COMPLAINTS  UNDER  SECTION  13. 

IV.  Complaints  under  section  13  of  the  act  of  anything 
done  or  omitted  to  be  done  by  any  common  carrier  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  in  contravention  of  the  provi- 
sions thereof,  must  be  made  by  petition,  which  must  briefly 
state  the  facts  which  are  claimed  to  constitute  a  violation  of 
the  act,  and  must  be  verified  by  the  petitioner,  or  by  some 
officer  or  agent  of  the  corporation,  society  or  other  body  or 
organization  making  the  complaint,  to  the  effect  that  the  alle- 
gations of  the  petition  are  true  to  the  knowledge  or  belief  of 
the  affiant. 

The  complainant  must  furnish  as  many  written  or  printed 
copies  of  the  complaint  or  petition  as  there  may  be  parties 
complained  against  to  be  served.  .When  a  complaint  is  made 
the  name  of  the  carrier  complained  against  must  be  set  forth 
in  full,  and  the  address  of  the  petitioner,  and  the  name  and 
address  of  his  attorney  or  counsel,  if  any,  must  be  indorsed 
upon  the  complaint. 

The  Commission  will  cause  a  copy  of  the  complaint  to  be 
served  upon  each  common  carrier  complained  against,  by  mail 
JOT  personally,  in  its  discretion,  with  notice  to  the  carrier  or 
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carriers  to  satisfy  the  complaint  or  to  answer  the  same  in 
writing  within  the  time  specified. 

ANSWERS, 

V.  A  carrier  complained  against  must  answer  the  complaint 
made  within  twenty  days  from  the  date  of  the  notice,  unless 
the  Commission  shall  in  particular  cases  prescribe  a  shorter 
time  for  the  answer  to  be  served,  and  in  such  cases  the  an- 
swer must  be  made  within  the  time  prescribed.  The  original 
answer  must  be  filed  with  the  Commission,  at  its  office  in 
Washington,  and  a  copy  thereof  must  at  the  same  time  bo 
served  upon  the  complainant  by  the  party  answering,  person- 
ally or  by  mail.  The  answer  must  admit  or  deny  the  mate- 
rial allegations  of  fact  contained  in  the  complaint,  and  may 
set  forth  any  additional  facts  claimed  to  be  material  to  the 
issue.  The  answer  must  be  verified  in  the  •  same  manner  as 
the  complaint.  If  a  carrier  complained  against  shall  make 
Butisfaction  before  answering,  a  written  acknowledgment  of 
satisfaction  must  be  filed  with  the  Commission,  and  in  that 
case  the  fact  of  satisfaction  without  other  matter  may  be  set 
forth  in  the  answer  filed  and  served  on  the  complainant.  K 
satisfaction  be  made  after  the  filing  and  service  of  an  answer, 
a  supplemental  answer  setting  forth  the  fact  of  satisfaction 
mav  be  filed  and  served. 

VI.  If  a  carrier  complained  against  shall  deem  the  com- 
plaint insufficient  to  show  a  breach  of  legal  duty,  it  may,  in- 
stead of  filing  an  answer,  serve  on  the  complainant  notice 
for  a  hearing  of  the  case  on  the  complaint,  and  in  case  of 
the  service  of  such  notice,  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint 
will  be  taken  as  admitted.  The  filing  of  an  answer  will  not 
be  deemed  an  admission  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint, 
but  a  motion  to  dismiss  for  insufficiency  may  be  made  at  the 
hearing. 

ADJOURNMENTS  AND  EXTENSIONS  OF  TIME. 

Vn.  Adjournments  and  extensions  of  time  may  be  granted 
upon  the  application  of  parties  in  the  discretion  of  the  Com- 
mission. 
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HEARINGS. 

VIII.  Upon  issue  being  joined  by  the  service  of  answer, 
the  Commission,  upon  request  of  either  party,  will  assign  a 
time  and  place  for  hearing  the  same,  which  will  be  at  its  of- 
fice in  Washington  unless  otherwise  ordered.  Witnesses  ^vill 
be  examined  orally  before  the  Commission  except  in  cases 
when  special  orders  are  made  for  the  taking  of  testimony 
otherwise.  The  petitioner  or  complainant  must  in  all  cases 
prove  the  existence  of  the  facts  alleged  to  constitute  a  viola- 
tion of  the  act,  unless  the  carrier  complained  of  shall  admit 
the  same,  or  shall  fail  to  answer  the  complaint.  Facts  alleg- 
ed in  the  answer-must  also  be  proved  by  the  earner,  unless 
admitted  by  the  petitioner  on  the  hearing. 

In  cases  of  failure  to  answer,  the  Commission  will  take 
such  proof  of  the  charge  as  may  be  deemed  reasonable  and 
proper,  and  make  such  order  thereon  as  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  appear  to  require. 

WITNESSES  AND  DEPOSITIONS. 

IX.  Subpoenas  requiring  the  attendance  of  witnesses  will 
be  issued  by  any  member  of  the  Commission  in  all  cases  and 
proceedings  before  it,  and  witnesses  will  be  required  to  obey 
the  subpoenas  served  upon  them  requiring  their  attendance 
or  the  production  of  any  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts, 
agreements,  or  documents  relating  to  any  matter  under  inves- 
tigation or  pending  before  the  Commission. 

Upon  application  to  the  Commission  authority  may  be 
given,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commission,  to  any  party  to 
take  the  deposition  of  any  witnesses  who  may  be  shown,  for 
some  sufficient  reason,  to  be  unable  to  attend  in  person. 

lAmendment  June  15,  1887.] 

Where  a  cause  is  at  issue  on  petition  and  answer,  each 
party  may  proceed  at  once  to  take  depositions  of  witnesses  in 
tho  manner  provided  by  sections  863  and  864  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  transmit  them  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Commission  without  making  any  application  to, 
or  obtaining  any  authory  from  the  Commission  for  that  pur- 
pose. 
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AMENDMENTS. 


X.  Upon  application  by  any  petitionery  or  party  ainend- 
meuLo  lu^j  be  ulioweJ  by  the  Ccmmist^ion,  in  its  discretion, 
to  any  petition,  answer,  or  other  pleading  in  any  proceeding 
before  the  Commission. 

COPIES. 

XL  Copies  of  any  petition,  complaint,  or  answer,  in  any 
matter  or  proceeding  before  the  Commission,  or  of  any  order, 
decision,  or  opinion  by  the  Commission,  will  be  furnished 
upon  application  by  any  person  or  carrier  desiring  the  same, 
upon  payment  of  the  expense  thereof. 

AFFIDAVITS. 

XII.  Affidavits  to  a  petition,  complaint,  or  answer  may  bo 
taken  before  any  officer  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  State 
or  Territory,  authorized  to  administer  oaths. 


PUBLICATION  OF  JOINT  TARIFFS. 

At  a  meeting  of  ths  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  held 
at  the  office  of  the  Commission  in  the  city  of  Washington  on 
the  21st  day  of  June,  1887  : 

Present,  all  the  Commissioners  : 

The  subject  of  the  publication  of  joint  tariffs  being  under 
consideration,  the  following  preamble  and  order  were  unani- 
mously adopted  and  directed  to  be  sent  to  all  railroad  com- 
panies subject  to  the  "Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  : " 

Whereas,  Section  six  of  the ^" Act  to  Regulate  Commerce" 
authorizes  the  Commission  to  direct  when  joint  tariffs  shall 
be  made  public,  and  to  prescribe  the  measure  of  publicity  to 
be  given  to  the  same  : 

It  i'ji  ordered^  as  follmcs  : 

Joint  tariffs  of  rates,  fares,  or  charges,  established  by  two 
or  more  common  carriers  for  the  transportation  of  passengers 
or  freight  passing  over  continuous  lines  or  routes,  copies  of 
which  are  required  by  the  sixth  section  of  the  "Act  to  Regu- 
late Commerce "  to  be  filed  with  the  Commission,  shall  be 
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made  public  so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  business  between 
points  which  are  connected  by  the  line  of  any  single  common 
carrier  required  by  the  first  paragraph  of  said  section  to  make 
public  schedules  of  its  rates,  fares  and  charges.  Such  joint 
tariffs  shall  be  so  published  by  plainly  printing  the  same  in 
large  type  of  at  least  the  size  of  ordinary  "  pica,"  copies  of 
which  shall  be  kept  for  the  use  of  the  public  in  such  places 
and  in  such  form  that  they  can  be  conveniently  inspected,  at 
every  depot  or  station  upon  the  line  of  the  carriers  uniting 
in  such  joint  tariflf  where  any  business  is  transacted  in  com- 
petition with  the  business  of  a  carrier  whose  schedules  are 
required  by  law  to  be  made  public  as  aforesaid. 


IN    THE    MATTEE   OF    THE    SOUTHEKN    PACIFIC 

EAILEOAD  COMPANY. 

The  Commission  will  not  make  an  order  for  relief  under  the  fourth  Section 
of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  except  upon  verified  petition  and 
after  investigation  into  the  facts. 

The  following  correspondence  by  telegraph  presents  clear- 
ly the  point  considered  and  decided  : 

San  Francisco,  April  4,  1887. 
To  Jtcdge  T.  M.  Cooley^  Chairman, 

The  question  is  before  us,  in  competition  with  the  Suez 
Canal  route  for  business  with  China  and  Japan,  whether  wo 
can  make  competing  prices  through  to  Atlantic  ports  at  less 
rates  than  local  rates  charged,  say  from  San  Francisco  to 
New  York  ;  the  line  from  China  and  Japan  being  a  continu- 
ous one  in  connection  with  the  Central  Pacific  and  Union 
Pacific  Railways. 

The  question  is  also  before  us  of  making,  in  competition 
with  Cape  Horn  and  the  Isthmus  of  Panama,  a  railroad  rate 
that  permits  shipments  between  San  Francisco  and  Atlantic 
porta,  those  rates  (in  order  to  meet  competition)  being  neces- 
sarily lower  for  a  longer  distance  than  those  charged  for  a 
shorter,  and  far  below  what  would  be  a  reasonable  rate  for 
the  service  performed. 

We  construe  the  fourth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
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Act  practically  to  be  in  substance  the  application  to  inter- 
state commerce  of  the  common  law  principle  that  the  ship- 
per avail  himself  of  competition,  and  that  a  less  rate  may  be 
charged  for  a  longer  than  a  shorter  distance,  providing  more 
ciould  not  be  obtained.  If  the  right  of  competition  is  recog- 
nized as  between  the  carrier  and  the  shipper,  our  carrying 
business  will  not  be  interrupted ;  but  otherwise  we  shall  be 
unable  to  compete  for  the  Chinese  and  Japanese  trade  with 
the  Suez  Canal,  and  also  unable  to  compete  with  the  water 
routes  by  Panama  and  Cape  Horn  for  business  originating  in 
California.     We  await  your  construction. 

Leland  Stanford, 
President  Southern  Pacific  Kailroad. 

Washington,  D.  C,  April  5. 
Leland  Stanford,  San  Francisco, 

Applications  to  the  Commission  for  special  exception  un- 
der the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  can  only  be  granted  after 
investigation  into  the  facts.  A  verified  petition,  setting  forth 
the  grounds  of  application  should  be  presented. 

T.  M.  CooLEY,  Chairman. 

San  Francisco,  April  6. 
JxiAge  T.  Jf.  Cooley,  Chairman^  Waahuigton^  D,  C. 

We  do  not  ask  for  a  ruling  upon  a  special  case,  but  a  con- 
struction of  section  4,  as  all  the  business  between  Pacific  & 
Atlantic  ports  is  governed  by  competition  ;  the  business  from 
])orts  of  China  and  Japan  across  the  continent  to  Atlantic 
ports  is  governed  by  competition  ;  and  agents  in  China  and 
Japan,  to  obtain  business,  make  rates  to  meet  the  competi- 
tion of  Suez. 

One  of  the  Oriental  &  Occidental  Company's  ships  will  ar- 
rive in  a  few  days  with  a  cargo  mostly  for  points  east  of  the 
Rocky  Mountains.  If  the  rates  established  by  the  other  com- 
panies are  maintained,  the  contracts  made  for  shipment  can- 
not be  carried  out.  All  the  through  business  of  the  overland 
lines  is  involved,  and  we  cannot  accept  and  dispatch  freight, 
except  upon  a  general  ruling  applicable  to  all  business.  The 
(piestion  arises  upon  every  ton  of  freight  offered  for  ship- 
menH  ^Dd  practically  we  find  ourselves  unable  to  do  through 
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business.  You  will  see,  therefore,  tliat  a  special  ruling  or  ex- 
ception will  not  meet  the  case,  as  it  arises  upon  every  ton  of 
freight  offered.  liFLWD  STAyFORD. 

Washington,  April  7. 
Inland  Stanford^  San  Fraiicisco, 

The  Commission  were  under  no  misapprehension  regard- 
ing the  facts  ;  but  they  still  hold  that  if,  rather  than  take  the 
responsibility  of  your  own  construction,  you  call  for  author- 
itative action,  a  case  must  be  formally  presented  by  petition, 

and  then  investigated  by  them. 

T.  M.  CooLEY,  Chairman. 


IN  THE  MATTEK  OF  THE  PETITION  OF  THE  OKDEE 

OF  RAILWAY  CONDUCTORS. 

IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  PETITION  OF  THE  TRAD- 

ERS'  AND  TRAVELERS'  UNION. 

AprU  16,  1887. 

The  Commission  will  not  express  opinions  on  abstract  questions,  nor  on 
questions  presented  by  ex  parte  statements  of  fact,  nor  on  questions  of 
construction  of  tlie  statute  presented  for  its  advice  but  without  any 
controversy  pending  before  it  on  complaint  of  violation  of  law. 

Where  the  question  on  which  advice  is  sought  is  whether  carriers  subject  to 
the  act  may  now  grant  any  particular  right  or  privilege  which  they  were 
accustomed  to  grant  before,  the  carriers  should,  in  the  first  instance, 
determine  it  for  themselves,  and  if  it  is  then  complained  that  what  they 
do  violates  the  Act,  the  question  can  be  brought  before  the  Commission 
on  complaint,  and  it  will  then  have  jurisdiction  to  decide  it. 

OPINION   OF  THE    COMMISSION. 

Walker,  Commissioner. 

An  application  in  writing  has  been  made  to  the  Commis- 
sion for  its  answer  to  the  following  questions,  propounded  on 
behalf  of  the  Order  of  Railway  Conductors: — 1.  Are  rail- 
way companies  prohibited  from  issuing  free  transportation  to 
the  immediate  families  of  employes  of  their  own  railway's  ? 
2.  Are  railway  companies  prohibited  from  issuing  free 
or  reduced  transportation  to  oflScers  of  associations  com- 
posed exclusively  of  railway  employes  while  those  officers 
are  temporarily  out  of  railway  service  and  exclusively  em- 
ployed by  those   associations?     3.  May  railway  com^nies 
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issue  passes  to  employes  of  other  railways  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  employes,  or  must  such  application  come  from 
the  officer  of  the  company  by  which  he  is  employed  ?  4. 
May  railway  companies  issue  free  or  reduced  transporta- 
tion to  those  who  make  railway  service  their  business  or  trade 
while  temporarily  out  of  employment  and  in  search  of  situa- 
tions ?  5.  May  railway  companies  provide  free  transporta- 
tion for  delegates  to  the  annual  conventions  of  an  association 
composed  exclusively  of  railway  employes  upon  certilicatos 
from  the  oflScers  of  the  association  that  they  are  such  repre- 
sentatives? 6.  If  free  transportation  may  be  furnished  to 
representatives  described  in  question  5,  must  all  such  repre- 
sentatives be  actually  in  the  employ  of  such  railway,  or  may 
it  include  those  who  may  be  temporarily  out  of  employment, 
and  those  temporarily  engaged  in  other  employments  as  oflS- 
cers  of  such  association  ?  7.  If  free  transportation  is  pro- 
vided for  delegates  described  in  question  5,  may  it  include 
members  of  the  immediate  families  of  delegates  ?  8.  If  free 
transportation  or  reduced  rates  are  provided  for  the  repre- 
sentatives of  any  one  association,  must  the  same  be  extended 
to  all  others  which  are  composed  exclusively  of  railway  em- 
ployes on  application  ? 

Another  application  has  been  made  to  the  Commission  on 
behalf  of  the  Traders'  and  Travelers'  Union,  stating  the  sys- 
tem under  which  an  additional  allowance  of  free  baggage  has 
been  heretofore  carried  by  commercial  travelers,  subject  to 
written  agreement  for  registry  and  indemnification,  which  sys- 
tem the  Commission  is  requested  to  examine  carefully,  "  and 
advise  us  if  there  is  any  reason  why  a  railway  company,  de- 
siring to  do  so,  should  not  enter  into  such  an  arrangement  to 
grant,  under  stated  terms,  an  increased  allowance  of  free  bag- 

These  two  petitions,  presented  by  highly  respectable  organ- 
izations and  raising  questions  of  immediate  practical  im- 
])ortance,  are  representatives  of  a  large  number  of  similar  aji- 
plieations  which  have  been  made  to  the  Commission  for  its 
construction  of  provisions  of  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce  " 
as  applied  to  the  various  points  at  which  those  provisions 
touch  the  customs  of  the  past.     They  have  been  selected  sim- 
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ply  because  they  indicate  the  general  character  of  all,  and 
enable  the  Commission  to  announce  certain  conclusions  to 
which  it  has  arrived  respecting  its  jurisdictions  and  powers. 

It  is  obviouSj;  from  the  tenor  of  such  applications  as  these, 
which  reach  us  by  every  mail,  that  the  impression  is  generally 
prevalent  that  this  Commission  has  power  to  construe,  inter- 
pret, and  apply  the  law,  by  preliminary  judgment.  We  are 
continually  appealed  to  for  decisions  in  advance  as  to  whether 
common  carriers,  said  to  be  willing  to  adopt  certain  methods 
of  dealing  with  respect  to  Interstate  Commerce,  can  do  so 
without  subjecting  themselves  to  the  penalties  denounced  by 
the  statute  for  violation  of  its  provisions. 

A  careful  reading  of  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce,"  under 
which  this  Commission  is  organized,  will  show  to  the  petition- 
ers and  others  who  have  made  similar  applications  that  no 
jurisdiction  has  been  given  us  to  answer  these  questions  like 
those  under  consideration.  An  expression  of  our  opinion 
upon  these  subjects  at  this  time,  being  neither  a  duty  im- 
posed nor  a  power  conferred  by  the  statute,  would  carry  with 
it  no  judicial  efficacy  or  sanction  ;  in  fact,  would  be  no  more 
useful  to  the  public  or  the  carriers  than  the  opinion  of  other 
men  upon  the  same  points. 

Two  sections  of  the  law  confer  power  upon  the  Commis- 
sion to  entertain  and  decide  applications  and  petitions. 

Section  4  empowers  us,  upon  application  by  a  common 
carrier,  to  authorize  such  common  carrier  in  special  cases  to 
charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter  distances  over  the 
same  line,  and  also  to  prescribe  the  extent  of  relief  from  the 
operation  of  the  former  part  of  the  same  section  which  a 
designated  common  carrier  may  from  time  to  time  enjoy.  A 
number  of  petitions  have  been  filed  under  this  section,  the 
consideration  of  which  is  at  the  present  time  engaging  the 
attention  of  the  Commission,  and  nothing  said  in  this  opin- 
ion is  to  be  treated  as  in  any  manner  bearing  thereon.  It  is 
obvious  that  applications  like  those  of  the  Railway  Conduc- 
tors and  tlie  Traders'  and  Travelers'  Union  have  no  relation 
whatever  to.  the  duties  imposed  upon  us  by  section  4.  And 
this  is  the  only  section  of  the  law  which  the  Commission  has 
power  to  relieve  against  or  relax.       ' 
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Section  13  authorizes  complaints  to  the  Commission,  and 
confers  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  same.  It  provides  that 
any  person,  etc.,  "  complaining  of  anything  done  or  omitted 
to  be  done  by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act  i;i  contravention  of  tJie  provisions  thereof,  may  ap- 
ply to  said  Commission  by  petition,  which  shall  briefly  state 
the  facts."  Notice  and  opportunity  for  answer  having  been 
given,  unless  satisfaction  is  made,  an  investigation  is  re- 
quired. Upon  such  an  investigation  the  Commission  will 
necessarily  entertain  the  consideration  of  the  question 
whether  the  conduct  complained  of  is  or  is  not  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  law,  and  if  it  so  adjudge,  it  is 
authorized  to  issue  a  notice  enjoining  the  carrier  from  fur- 
ther violation  of  the  law,  and  to  award  reparation  for  the  in- 
jury done,  or  both.  But  neither  the  Railway  Conductors  nor 
Traders'  and  Travelers*  Union  complain  that  any  common 
carrier  has  violated  the  law.  ^On  the  contrary,  they  both  aver 
that  the  railroad  companies  do  not  now  violate  the  law,  and 
do  not  wish  to  do  so.  The  Conductors  say  that  they  fear 
they  will  not  receive  free  passes  as  heretofore,  and  the  Tra- 
ders' and  Travelers'  Union  say  that  they  fear  commercial 
travelers  will  not  be  allowed  free  transportation  for  150  pounds 
of  extra  baggage,  as  was  allowed  last  year.  They  present  no 
complaint  of  anything  done  or  omitted  in  contravention  of  the 
provisions  of  the  law.  If  a  railroad  company  should  issue 
a  pass  to  a  conductor  and  his  family  to  attend  the  approach- 
ing convention,  or  should  transport  300  pounds  of  baggage 
free  for  a  commercial  traveler  under  the  registry  and  indem- 
nity system,  and  some  person,  feeling  aggrieved,  should  make 
complaint  of  unjust  discrimination,  it  would  then  be  proper 
for  the  Commission  to  entertain  the  question  of  whether  such 
conduct  was  or  was  not  in  violation  of  the  law,  and  if  so, 
whether  it  was  or  was  not  within  the  exceptions  stated  in 
section  22.  Complaints  may  also  be  presented  if  the 
charges  made  by  the  carriers  are  not  considered  reasonable 
and  just.  But  until  questions  of  this  kind  come  before  us  in 
the  way  clearly  indicated  by  the  statute,  it  would  be  worse 
than  useless  for  us  to  express  opinions  or  give  advice. 

yse  should  not  only  lay  ourselves  justly  open  to  the  charge 
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of  assuming  unwarranted  authority,  but  should  also  run 
great  risk  of  involving  all  concerned  in  what  the  courts  might 
afterwards  hold  to  be  breaches  of  the  law,  bv  hasty  and  ill- 
considered  conclusions,  based  upon  e.ic  parte  statements  and 
arguments.  Although  it  might  be  desirable,  or  at  least  con- 
venient ill  respect  to  any  piece  of  new  legislation,  to  have  a 
tribunal  established  to  which  inquirers  might  apply  for  in- 
struction and  advice  respecting  the  meaning  of  the  law  and 
its  application  to  suggested  "  circumstances  and  conditions," 
a  moment's  reflection  will  show  that  no  such  tribunal  could 
be  properly  erected.  Congress  has  not  taken  the  manage- 
ment of  the  railroads  out  of  the  hands  of  the  railroad  com- 
panies. It  has  simply  established  certain  general  principles 
imder  which  interstate  commerce  must  be  conducted. 

It  has  enacted  in  section  1  that  all  charges  for  interstate 
transportation  shall  be  reasonable  and  just ;  has  prohibited 
in  section  2  all  manner  of  unjust  discriminations ;  has  forbid- 
den in  section  3  all  undue  and  unreasonable  preferences ;  has 
required  in  the  same  section  reasonable  and  equal  facilities 
for  the  interchange  of  traffic ;  and  has  prohibited  in  section 
5  the  pooling  of  freights.  That,  in  substance,  is  the  inter- 
state commerce  law.  There  is  nothing  novel  in  these  pro- 
visions. They  simply  bring  back  the  business  of  the  common 
carriers  to  the  well-settled  principles  of  the  common  law.  Yet 
no  one  can  deny  that  there  was  urgent  need  of  their  statutory 
formulation.  Alleged  difficulties  in  putting  them  in  operation 
only  disclose  examples  of  the  extent  to  which  they  have  been 
violated  in  the  past. 

These  sections  of  the  act  are  expressed  in  plain  words.  A 
construction  must  be  given  to  them  in  the  first  instance  by 
the  carriers  and  their  patrons.  When  a  course  of  conduct 
has  been  adopted  of  which  complaint  is  made  that  it  violates 
the  law,  the  decision  of  the  question  will  rest  with  the  courts 
or  with  the  Commission,  as  the  complaining  party  may 
elect.  This  is  the  orderly  method  in  which  all  legislation  is 
administered  and  applied,  and  the  statute  in  question  pre- 
sents no  exception. 

One  more  suggestion  may  properly  be  added.  It  appears 
from  the  numerous  petitions  that  have  been  laid  before  us  for 
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preliminary  advice,  many  of  them  obviously  upon  the  sug- 
j:^estion,  if  not  by  the  procurement,  of  the  carriers  themselves, 
that  common  comment  on  the  law  by  the  carriers  and  those 
who  have  heretofore  enjoyed  special  favors  at  their  hands, 
describes  the  system  of  penalties  which  the  law  provides  as 
extreme,  and  the  risks  imposed  upon  unintentional  and  un- 
witting violators  of  its  provisions  as  enormous.  Such  com- 
ment seems  to  us  neither  fair  nor  just.  It  is  true  that  section 
8  provides  that  for  violation  of  the  law,  and  for  failure  to  do 
an  act  which  the  law  requires,  the  offending  common  carrier 
shall  be  liable  to  the  injured  party  for  the  actual  damages 
sustained,  together  with  a  reasonable  counsel  or  attorney's 
fee,  to  be  fixed  by  the  court,  and  collected  with  the  costs  in 
the  case.  It  is  also  true  that  section  10  imposes  a  fine  of 
"  not  to  exceed  $5,000  "  upon  common  carriers  and  their  offi- 
cers, agents,  and  servants  who  wilfully  do  or  cause  to  be  done, 
or  willingly  suffer  or  permit  to  be  done,  any  prohibited  act, 
etc.,  upon  conviction  in  a  district  court  of  the  United  States. 
The  civil  remedy  described  in  section  8  adds  an  attorney's 
f<^e  to  the  existing  common  law  right  of  an  injured  party  to 
recover  the  full  amount  of  his  damages,  a  condition  of  affairs 
which  cannot  greatly  alarm  corporations  disposed  to  fair 
dealing ;  while  the  criminal  remedy  given  in  section  10  ob- 
viously pertains  to  intentional  violations  of  the  law,  and  the 
line  is  in  these  cases  to  be  graduated  by  the  court  accord- 
ing to  the  enormity  of  the  offense. 

Good  faith,  exhibited  in  an  honest  effort  to  carrv  out  the 
requirements  of  the  law  will  involve  reasonable  and  fair- 
minded  officials  in  no  danger  of  damages  or  fines.  The  elas- 
ticity of  tha  statute  in  their  favor  is  noticeable.  The  unjust 
discrimination  of  section  2  must  be  **  in  a  like  and  contempo- 
raneous service  in  the  transportation  of  a  like  kind  of  traffic 
under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions." 
The  preference  or  or  advantage  of  section  3  must  be  "  undue 
<>r  unreasonable."  Throughout  the  act,  as  it  now  stands,  in 
c<mfessedly  experimental. form,  there  is  exhibited  an  obvious 
and  a  generous  pupose  to  allow  to  the  corporations  ample 
scope  in  the  conduct  of  their  business  as  common  carriers  for 
the  people,  and  fair  consideration  of  every  reasonable  claim, 
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while  insisting  upon  just,  impartial,  open,  and  consistent 
rates  of  charge  to  which  every  citizen  shall  be  subject  alike 
whose  situation  is  the  same.  Surely  the  people  could  not 
ask  for  less. 

The  language  and  the  tenor  of  the  act  wholly  fail  to  justify 
railroad  managers,  if  any  such  there  be,  who  refuse  to  accept 
responsibilities,  decline  to  ojBFer  rates,  neglect  to  announce 
conditions  of  traffic,  embarrass  the  customary  interchange  of 
business,  and  impose  stagnation  upon  trade  while  they 
"  stick  in  the  bark  "  of  the  phrases  and  expressions  of  the 
law,  inventing  doubts  and  imagining  dangers.  It  is  still 
more  unjustifiable  for  railroad  companies  to  make  use  of  the 
general  clauses  of  the  law  ignoring  its  modifying  and  enlarg- 
ing words  and  formulas  in  order  to  impose  additional  burdens 
upon  localities,  trades,  professions,  manufacturers,  consum- 
ers, classes  of  travelers  or  employes,  straining  and  repres- 
sing every  construction  in  favor  of  the  corporate  treasury,  and 
quoting  the  new  law  as  their  authority  for  all  manner  of 
petty  exactions.  The  powers  of  the  Commission  are  entirely 
adequate  to  cope  with  such  conduct,  the  existence  of  which 
is  not  affirmed,  although  it  has  been  somewhat  publicly  sug- 
gested. The  same  statute  which  enacts  that  charges  for  like 
service  shall  be  uniform  to  all,  also  provides  that  charges  in 
every  case,  and  for  every  kind  and  class  of  service,  shall  be 
reasonable  and  just. 

As  the  law  is  practically  applied  it  is  seen  to  contain  many 
elements  of  advantage  to  the  economical  and  profitable 
management  of  the  business  of  the  carriers,  which  they  have 
not  been  slow  to  apprehend  and  take  the  benefit  of.  The 
Commission  ventures  to  express  the  hope  that  with  this  ex- 
planation respecting  the  mutual  functions  of  the  carriers 
and  tlie  Commission  in  carrying  the  law  into  efi'ect  ac- 
cording to  its  true  intent  and  meaning,  there  will  be  no  lack 
of  good  faith  and  active  co-operation  in  continuing  the  nor- 
mal activity  of  every  kind  of  reputable  industry  and  traffic 
throughout  the  land  under  favorable,  fair,  and  reasonable 
terms,  conceding  frankly  to  the  people  all  the  rights,  benefits, 
advantages,  and  equal  privileges  which  the  "  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  "  was  intended  to  secure. 
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IN  THE  MATTEE  OF  INDIAN  SXJPPLIES. 

April  18,  1887. 

When  under  the  statute  the  government  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  the 
supplies  needed  for  the  Indian  service,  at  New  York  and  other  points 
designated,  and  then  advertises  for  bids  for  the  transpoitation  of  the  sup- 
plies from  the  points  of  delivery  to  the  points  where  they  are  to  be  made 
use  of,  this  transportation  at  the  cost  of  the  government  is  "for  the 
United  States'*  within  the  meaning  of  Section  22  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  and  Is  not  required  to  be  made  at  the  regular  published 
rates. 

CooLEY,  Chairman. 

On  April  16,  1887,  the  Honorable  H.  L.  Muldrow,  Acting 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  addressed  to  the  Commission  a 
communication  of  which  the  following  is  the  material  por- 
tion. 

"  It  is  provided  in  Sec.  22,  of  the  Act  entitled  *  An  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce,'  *  that  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  apply 
to  the  carriage,  storage,  or  handling  of  property  free  or  at 
reduced  rates  for  the  United  States.' 

"  It  is  the  practice  according  to  the  long-established  meth- 
od to  invite  proposals  for  deUverj  of  supplies  needed  for  the 
Indian  service,  at  New  York,  Chicago,  St.  Louis,  Kansas 
City,  Omaha,  Sioux  City,  St.  Paul  and  San  Francisco  ;  and 
at  the  same  time  proposals  are  invited  for  the  transportation 
of  said  supplies  from  the  cities  named  to  the  various  agen- 
cies, schools,  etc. 

"  As  these  goods,  going  from  the  place  of  purchase,  say 
New  York,  to  the  Indian  agencies  in  the  northwest  or  south- 
west, must  pass  over  various  lines  of  railroads  or  other  pub- 
Uc  means  of  transportation,  and  must  be  hauled  by  teams  in 
many  cases  from  nearest  railroad  station  or  steamboat  land- 
ing, to  ultimate  destination,  the  railroad  companies  and  other 
public  carriers  have  not  directly  or  in  their  own  names  en- 
tered into  competition  for  the  service.     It  is  the  practice  for 
individuals  to  secure  special  rates  from  competing  public 
carriers,  and  on  such  special  rates  to  make  proposals  tor 
transporting  the  goods  from  place  of  purchase  to  their  ulti- 
mate destination  ;  and  contracts  are  usually  awarded  to  the 
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individual  whose  proposal  is  lowest  or  for  the  best  interests 
of  the  service. 

"The  questions  on  which  I  desire  to  have  your  opinion, 
are: 

"  1st.  Is  it  lawful  under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  for  a 
common  carrier  to  offer  or  make  special  rates  to  individuals 
in  order  that  such  individuals  may  offer  and  make  proposals 
to  this  department  for  the  transportation  of  Indian  supplies ; 
and 

"  2nd.  Whether  the  transportation  over  the  lines  of  com- 
mon carriers,  of  Indian  goods  for  and  on  behalf  of  an  indi- 
vidual with  whom  a  contract  may  be  made  by  this  depaii- 
ment  for  their  transportation  from  place  of  purchase  to  ulti- 
mate destination  will  be  considered  and  held  as  *  the  car- 
riage, storage,  or  handling  of  propei-ty,  ...  at  reduced 
rates  for  the  United  kStates '  under  Section  22  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act? 

"  As  this  is  an  important  and  urgent  matter,  your  early  ac- 
tion thereon  is  respectfully  requested." 

In  reply  the  Commission  directs  the  chairman  to  say  that 
it  does  not  understand  it  has  any  general  power  to  construe 
the  statute  under  which  it  is  organized,  for  the  purpose  of 
guiding  or  controlling  the  actions  of  individuals  in  either  pri- 
vate business  or  public  duties,  except  when  complaints  under 
the  law  are  brought  to  its  attention  for  investigation  and 
judgment,  or  when  relief,  which  it  is  in  its  power  to  grant,  is 
prayed.  The  Commission  has,  therefore,  uniformly  declined 
to  express  opinions  on  abstract  questions  of  construction 
when  they  have  been  called  for  by  private  citizens  or  organ- 
izations, deeming  it  alike  proper  and  prudent  to  do  so.  Def- 
erence to  a  department  of  the  Government  inclines  the  Com- 
mission to  make  an  exception  of  this  request,  especially  as  a 
doubt  regarding  the  rights  of  the  Government  might  seriously 
affect  the  bids  for  transportation  w^iich  are  to  be  called  for. 

Coming  to  the  questions  then,  the  chairman  is  further  di- 
rected to  say  that '  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commission  the 
statement  made  by  you  of  the  facts  constitutes  of  itself  a 
complete  answer.  The  supplies,  as  the  statement  shows,  are 
delivered  to  the  Government  at  points  designated,  and  they 
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are  then  transported  at  the  cost  of  the  Government  to  points 
where  they  are  to  be  made  use  of.  The  transportation  is, 
therefore,  "  for  the  United  States"  in  the  words  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Law,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  it  is  done  by 
contractors  when  the  Government  receives  the  benefit  of  the 
fiee  or  reduced  rates,  as  it  must  be  presumed  to  do  when  the 
bids  are  made  in  reliance  upon  an  assurance  that  such  rates 
will  be  granted. 


rx  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  IOWA  BARB  STEEL  WIRE 

COMPANY. 

AprU  18,  1887. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  has  not  been  given  authority  to  au- 
thorize the  grant  by  railroad  companies  of  special  privileges  to  individ- 
uals or  corporations,  or  to  sanction  such  as  are  not  in  harmony  with  the 
the  Act  to  liegulate  Commerce,  or  to  suspend  that  act  for  the  benefit  of 
particular  industries. 

Whether  railroad  companies  ought  to  grant  a  particular  special  privilege 
which  would  not  be  illegal,  the  Commission  will  not  undertake  to  say  on 
an  (X  parte  application. 

A  petition  was  presented  by  a  manufacturing  corporation  which  recited  in 
substance  that  railroad  companies  had  been  accustomed  to  permit  it  to 
procure  its  raw  material  at  a  distance,  manufacture  its  goods  therefrom 
and  then  ship  the  goods  to  a  market  at  the  same  aggregate  rate  for 
transportation  of  both  raw  material  and  manufactured  goods  as  would 
be  charged  had  there  been  no  stoppage  in  transit  and  no  manufacture  ; 
that  this  privilege  of  manufacturing  in  transit  was  valuable  to  the  cor- 
poration and  to  the  community  in  which  its  business  was  located,  and 
wronged  no  one ;  and  petitioner  prayed  that  it  might  be  sanctioned  by 
the  Commission.  But  no  authority  to  that  effect  having  been  conferred 
upon  the  Commission,  the  petition  was  dismissed. 

CooLEY,  Chairman: 

A  petition  is  presented  by  this  company  which  sets  forth 
that  its  business  is  located  at  Marshalltown,  Iowa,  on  sev- 
eral lines  of  railway ;  that  the  raw  material  for  its  man- 
ufacture comes  from  points  east  of  Chicago,  and  after  the 
same  is  manufactured,  it  is  shipped  southwest,  west  and 
northwest ;  that  before  the  first  day  of  the  present  month  pe- 
iiiioners  had  an  "  equalized  rate"  of  freight,  which  is  ex- 
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plained  to  mean  that  the  fixed  rate  of  freight  paid  by  peti- 
tioner from  Chicago  to  Marshalltown,  added  to  the  rate  paid 
from  Marshalltown  to  the  place  of  consignment  of  its  manu- 
factured goods,  equalled  the  rate  from  Chicago  to  such  place 
of  consignment.  For  example,  if  the  rate  of  freight  from 
Chicago  to  the  Missouri  River  was  twenty-five  cents,  and  pe- 
titioner had  paid  fifteen  cents  from  Chicago  to  Marshalltown, 
its  rate  from  Marshalltown  to  the  Missouri  River  would  be 
ten  cents.  This  is  averred  to  be  a  just  and  equitable  arrange- 
ment, which  has  enabled  the  petitioner  to  build  up  a  very 
considerable  And  reasonably  profitable  business,  to  give  em- 
ployment to  a  large  number  of  mechanics  and  laborers,  and 
to  that  degree  to  furnish  a  home  market  for  farming  pro- 
ducts. It  has  proven  satisfactory  to  petitioner  and  to  the 
railroad  companies,  and  beneficial  to  the  city  and  surround- 
ing country.  It  is  also  averred  that  while  just  to  the  peti- 
tioner, it  has  not  been  a  discrimination  against  any  other 
person  or  locality.  And  the  petitioner  prays  on  behalf  of  it- 
self and  other  like  manufacturers,  that  the  Commission  shall 
sanction  the  equalized  rate,  or  at  least  suspend  the  operation 
of  the  new  law  as  applied  to  the  industry  mentioned,  and 
that  railroad  companies  be  authorized  to  refund  to  the  man- 
ufacturers any  excess  they  may  have  charged  or  collected 
from  them  before  the  Commission's  construction  or  suspen- 
sion has  been  made  public. 

From  this  statement  of  the  petition  it  is  apparent  that 
what  is  prayed  for  is  an  exceptional  privilege ;  a  privilege  not 
granted  to  manufacturers  in  general,  and  which  must  be  of 
very  great  value  to  the  line  of  trade  which  is  thus  favored. 
No  doubt  what  is  said  in  the  petition  is  true,  that  the  de- 
scribed industry  has  prospered  in  consequence,  and  that  the 
city  where  it  is  located  has  received  some  share  of  the  bene- 
fit. But  whether  a  special  privilege  of  the  sort,  granted  to 
manufacturers  on  a  single  line,  but  not  generally,  is  consist- 
ent with  the  rule  of  equity  and  justice  which  the  Interstate 
Commerce  law  undertakes  to  establish,  is  a  question  upon 
which  an  opinion  ought  to  be  expressed  only  after  the  most 
careful  consideration.  The  consequences  of  an  answer  fa- 
vorable to  the  petitioner  might  to  some  extent  injuriously  af- 
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feet  other  interests,  and  give  rise  to  complaints  of  discrimi- 
nations ;  and  the  Commission  ought  cleariy  to  see  that  duty 
requires  an  answer  before  it  proceeds  to  give  one  on  ex  parte 
application. 

The  first  question,  then,  to  challenge  the  attention  of  the 
Commission,  is  whether  the  petition  gives  jurisdiction  for  any 
authoritative  expression  of  opinion  upon  the  facts  stated.  If 
it  makes  any  complaint  which  comes  under  the  cognizance 
of  the  Commission,  or  if  it  asks  for  any  relief  which  it  is  in 
the  power  of  the  Commission  to  grant,  it  then  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  Commission  to  consider  the  facts  and  apply  its 
judgment ;  but  if  neither  by  complaint  nor  by  application  for 
relief  is  a  case  stated  which  will  come  within  its  jurisdiction, 
any  expression  of  opinion  upon  the  facts  would  be  binding 
upon  no  one,  and  might  be  disregarded  with  impunity.  The 
Commission  has  uniformly  under  such  circumstances,  de- 
clined to  express  opinions  when  private  individuals  or  cor- 
porations have  called  for  them. 

The  petitioner  in  this  case  makes  no  complaint  of  violation 
of  law  by  the  railroad  companies  ;  the  complaint  is  that  a 
privilege  is  not  granted.  But  the  privilege  is  one  which,  if 
lawful,  the  companies  might  withhold  on  their  own  view  of 
what  was  dictated  by  their  interest  or  their  policy.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  privilege  is  one  which  the  railroad  compa- 
nies cannot  grant  voluntarily  because  of  its  coming  under 
the  condemnation  of  the  law,  neither  can  the  Commission 
give  authority  to  grant  it.  The  Commission  has  not  been 
given  a  general  dispensing  power  to  relieve  hardships  under 
the  law,  but  its  power  in  that  regard  is  strictly  and  carefully 
limited.  The  law  lays  down  a  general  rule  of  equality  of 
right  and  privilege,  and  the  Commission  has  no  more  au- 
thority to  make  exceptions  to  that  rule  than  have  any  other 
persons,  except  in  the  particular  cases  the  law  in  terms  pro- 
vides for  in  Section  four. 

The  case  set  out  in  this  petition  is  not  one  of  the  excep- 
tional cases  for  which  the  law  provides.  The  Commission  is 
therefore  powerless  to  make  any  order  upon  it.  Under  such 
circumstances,  it  is  proper  and  in  accord  with  its  practice  to 
withhold  any  expression  of  opinion. 
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IN    THE    MATTER   OP    THE    ST.   LOUIS  MILLEES' 

ASSOCIATION. 

April  19,  1887. 

The  Commission  reiterates  that  it  has  no  authority  to  order  or  sanction  tho 
giving  of  special  privileges. 

**  Milling  in  transit"  having  long  been  permitted  by  common  carriers  to  mil- 
lers at  certain  points,  and  a  large  quantity  of  *'  transits"  being  said  to 
be  out,  which  can  be  and  are  made  use  of  to  give  millers  at  Minneapo- 
lis an  advantage  in  rates  over  those  at  St.  Louis,  the  Commission  can- 
not correct  the  wrong  by  giving  or  authorizing  special  rates  to  the  St. 
Louis  millers. 

CoOLEY,  Chairman  : 

The  Commission  is  in  receipt  of  a  petition  from  the  St. 
Louis  Millers'  Association,  signed  by  Lewis  Fusz  as  its  pres- 
ident, and  praying  relief  against  discriminating  rates  said  to 
prevail  on  transportation  of  flour  from  Minneapolis  under 
what  is  known  as  the  "transit"  system,  and  which,  while 
continued,  is  alleged  to  preclude  the  mills  south  and  east  of 
Minneapolis  from  competing  with  that  point  for  domestic  or 
foreign  trade.  We  do  not  understand  the  petition  to  com- 
plain of  the  rates  that  have  been  established  by  railroads  for 
the  transportation  of  flour  from  Minneapolis  under  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Law,  but  on  the  contrary  it  concedes  that 
the  new  rates  are  reasonable  as  compared  with  those  from 
St.  Louis.  What  is  complained  of  is  that  there  is  on  hand 
a  large  accumulation  of  what  is  known  as  "  transits"  which 
must  control  the  rates  until  they  are  worked  off,  and  that  as 
a  consequence  the  new  rates  are  ineffective  except  as  applied 
to  local  points  between  Minneapolis  and  Chicago.  Thus, 
while  the  tariff  is  thirty-six  cents  per  barrel  from  Minneapo- 
lis to  Chicago,  the  actual  rate  is  still  ten  cents  per  barrel,  and 
the  milling  interests  in  all  other  sections  of  the  country  are 
paralyzed  by  such  a  monstrous  discrimination. 

The  petition  does  not  clearly  indicate  the  relief  which  the 
Association  thinks  it  is  entitled  to.  It  is  clear  that  the  Com- 
mission could  not  grant  relief  by  giving  to  St.  Louis  excep- 
tional advantages  corresponding  to  those  which  Minneapolis 
is  said  now  to  enjoy.  That  would  be  a  discrimination  against 
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other  localities  as  indefensible  and  as  much  opposed  to  the 
spirit  of  the  law  as  the  transit  system  itself.  NeitWer  could 
the  Commission  oorapel  the  railroads  upon  which  St.  Louis 
relies  for  transportation  to  reduce  their  rates  on  flour  to  the 
level  of  what  is  said  to  be  the  actual  rates  from  Minneapo- 
lis, when,  as  the  petitioner  concedes,  a  higher  rate  is  reason- 
able. If  the  "  transit"  system  is  pernicious,  it  would  ob- 
viously be  unwarrantable  for  the  Commission  to  order  or 
sanction  anytliing  that  would  extend  or  perpetuate  the  mis- 
chief. 

It  may  be  questionable,  perhaps,  whether  the  so-called 
"  transits"  have  such  validity  in  law  that  the  companies  issu- 
ing them  are  bound  to  give  transportation  according  to  their 
terms  when  the  effect  would  be  to  discriminate  in  rates  in  fa- 
vor of  one  or  more  localities  against  others.  That  question, 
however,  is  not  brought  before  us  by  the  petition,  and  could 
only  be  raised  in  some  proceeding  which  would  directly  pre- 
sent it,  and  in  which  parties  interested  would  have  opportu- 
nity to  be  heard. 


IN   THE   MATTER  OF  THE   UNITED  STATES  COM- 
SION  OF  FISH  AND  FISHERIES. 

April  19,  1887. 

The  United  States  Commission  of  Fish  and  Fisheries  being  one  of  the  Agen- 
cies of  Government,  and  the  distribution  of  fish  and  fish  eggs  by  it  be- 
ing made  by  authority  of  the  Government,  the  transportation  of  the 
ftsh  and  fish  eggs  so  distributed  falls  within  the  exception  contained  in 
Section  22  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Copimeroe,  and  the  rate  is  not  gov- 
erned by  the  published  tariiT. 

The  question  of  free  transportation  to  employees  and  agents  of  the  Com- 
mission and  of  the  National  Museum  raised  but  not  passed  upon. 

On  April  19, 1887,  the  following  communication  was  received 
by  the  Commission  : 

United  States  Commission  of  Fish  and  Fisheries,) 

Washington,  D.  C,  April  16, 1887.     > 

TTie  IVesident  of  the  Interstate  Cow^ynerce  Cofnmission. 

Sib  : — For  many  years  past  the  United  States  Fish  Com- 
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mission  has  enjoyed  certain  privileges  given  to  it  by  the  rail- 
roads, ot  the  United  States,  with  scarcely  an  exception,  with 
regard  to  the  transportation  of  fish  and  eggs  from  one  part 
of  the  country  to  another  in  cars  built  specially  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  attached  to  passenger  and  express  trains.  The 
usual  rate  for  such  service  to  private  individuals,  when  not 
performed  as  a  matter  of  courtesy  for  railroad  oflBicials  of 
other  roads,  is  from  18  to  25  fares,  which  at  an  average  rate 
of  three  cents  per  mile  would  represent  from  54  to  75  cents 
per  mile.  The  highest  charge  made  by  any  of  the  roads  to 
•the  Commission  is  20  cents  per  mile  for  a  car  and  five  mes- 
sengers, regular  fares  being  paid  for  any  number  of  persons 
above  five.  In  many  cases  the  cost  of  service  is  even  less, 
being  established  by  some  roads  at  ten  cents  per  mile  ;  while 
in  repeated  instances  no  charge  whatever  is  made  ;  the  car 
and  messengers  being  carried  fi-ee.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
reduction  in  cost  to  the  United  States  by  these  concessions 
amounts  to  not  less  than  twenty  or  thirty  thousand  dollars 
per  annum.  The  appropriations  made  by  Congress  would 
bo  entirely  inadequate  to  meet  the  cost  of  operations  of 
transportation  but  for  the  concessions  in  question ;  and  tho 
scope  of  the  work  of  the  Commission  would  be  greatly  re- 
duced if  full  payment  was  required. 

The  railroad  companies  are  all  interested  in  the  work  of 
the  Commission,  and  especially  in  having  proper  plants  of 
fish  made  along  their  lines ;  thus  increasing  the  food  resour- 
ces of  the  country  traversed,  and  inducing  a  considerable 
amount  of  travel  on  the  part  of  anglers  and  others. 

I  find  in  Section  22  of  the  Act  the  following  clause :  "  That 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  apply  to  the  carriage,  storage  or 
handling  of  property  free  or  at  reduced  rates  for  the  United 
States,  State  or  municipal  governments,  or  for  charitable 
purposes,"  etc. ;  and  I  now  beg  to  inquire  whether  this  ap- 
plies to  the  service  in  question,  and  whether  I  may  assure 
such  railroads  as  are  willing  to  continue  the  favor,  that  their 
favorable  action  in  the  premises  would  be  legal.  I  ask  for 
an  answer  at  your  early  convenience,  as  the  work  of  distri- 
bution of  shad  to  the  west  should  begin  at  an  early  day. 

I  would  also  ask  to  be  informed  whether  the  railroads  may 
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continue  their  practice  of  issuing  to  the  U.  8.  Fish  Commis- 
sion and  the  National  Museum  passes  to  enable  their  ex- 
plorers and  agents  to  carry  out  their  official  duty  at  less 
expense  to  the  United  States.  It  is  of  course  understood 
that  all  passes  to  be  used  on  private  business  are  to  be  ex- 
cluded ;  but  a  large  sum  of  money  is  saved  annually  to  the 
Government  by  the  practice  in  question.  I  have  not  yet 
ascertained  whether  the  railroad  companies  would  be  willing 
to  continue  their  liberal  action  in  this  respect,  but  desire  to 
have  some  ruling  from  you  on  the  subject. 

Very  respectfully, 

Spencer  F.  Baird, 
U.  S.  Commissioner  Fish  and  Fisheries, 
Secretary  Smithsonian  Institute. 

ScHOONMAKER,  Commissioner,  replying,  said  : 

As  the  United  States  Commission  of  Fish  and  Fisheries  is 
one  of  the  agencies  of  the  Government,  and  the  distribution 
of  fish  and  fish  eggs  is  by  authority  of  the  Government,  it 
would  seem  clear  that  such  transportation  falls  within  the 
exception  in  the  22nd  Section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, recited  in  the  communication. 

[And  after  citing  as  conclusive  on  this  branch  of  the  in- 
quiry the  opinion  In  the  Matter  of  Indian  Supplies,  be  con- 
tinued.] 

The  other  branch  of  the  inquiry  "  whether  the  railroads 
may  continue  their  practice  of  issuing  to  the  United  States 
Fish  Commission  and  the  National  Museum  passes  to  enable 
their  employees  and  agents  to  carry  on  their  official  duty  at 
less  expense  to  the  United  States,  the  Commission  declines 
to  express  any  opinion  upon  in  advance  of  an  actual  case 
that  may  be  presented  for  its  official  action. 

The  act  is  silent  upon  the  question  of  passes  or  free  car- 
riage for  officers  or  agents  of  the  Government,  and  manifest- 
ly the  question  should  only  be  Considered  and  decided  upon 
a  hearing  after  complaint,  should  any  be  presented,  for  al- 
leged violation  of  the  law. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  EXPORT  TRADE  OF 

BOSTON. 

April  S3,  1H87. 

It  Boems  not  to  be  ill^al  for  railroad  companies  connecting  Boston  with 
western  points  to  make  the  rates  from  such  points  to  Boston  upon 
grain  and  provisions  for  export  as  low  as  the  rates  to  New  York,  al^ 
though  the  rates  upon  like  property  for  local  consumption  are  higher 
to  Boston  than  to  New  York,  the  distance  being  somewhat  greater. 

Reasons  given  why  this  may  be  a  necessity  of  the  situation. 

OPINION   OF  THE    COMMISSION. 

CooLEY,  Chairman. 

Several  petitions  regarding  this  trade  are  before  us :  One 
from  the  Fitchburg  Railroad  Company,  and  others  from 
the  Boston  and  Lowell,  the  New  York  and  New  England, 
the  Central  Vermont  line,  and  the  Boston  and  Albany  rail- 
road companies.  All  seek  the  same  relief,  and  upon  a  state 
of  facts,  which  may  be  summarized  as  follows : 

For  many  years  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  railroad 
companies  connecting  Boston  with  western  points,  to  make 
the  rates  from  such  points  to  Boston,  upon  grain  and  pro- 
visions for  export,  as  low  as  the  rates  to  New  York,  although 
the  rates  upon  property  for  local  consumption  have  during 
the  same  time  been  higher  to  Boston  than  to  New  York,  the 
distance  being  somewhat  greater.  The  rates  to  the  seaboard 
and  abroad,  it  was  shown,  are  in  ejBFect  determined  by  tho 
shprtest  line  from  the  interior,  which  for  this  purpose  is  the 
Pennsylvania  line ;  the  other  lines  conforming  substantially 
to  those  rates  as  a  security  to  participation  in  the  traffic. 

The  equalization  of  rates  upon  the  export  business  has 
sometimes  been  made  by  way-billing  to  Boston  at  New  York 
rates,  but  as  this  is  not  always  practicable  it  has  more  com- 
monly been  made  by  paying  a  rebate  equal  to  the  difference 
between  Boston  and  New  York  rates. 

Making  the  allowance  in  some  form  has  been  essential  to 
the  existence  of  the  trade,  since  the  ocean  rates  from  Boston 
and  New  York  are  not  materially  different,  and  higher  inter- 
ior rates  would  exclude  Boston  altogether  from  participation 
in  the  foreign  trade. 
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The  practice  which  allows  the  rebate  has,  therefore,  been 
adopted  in  a  spirit  of  fairness  to  Boston  and  as  a  convenient 
nietliod  for  equalizing  the  rates  from  western  points  to  the 
foreign  market,  whether  the  route  chosen  by  the  shipper 
for  his  traffic  be  by  way  of  Boston  or  of  New  York. 

The  petition  of  the  Fitchburg  Railroad  Company  states 
that  "  the  New  England  railroads  have  been  advised  by  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  counsel  consulted  by  them  that 
this  practice  was  not  illegal  under  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Bill  inasmuch  as  the  terms  are  available  for  all  engaged  in 
the  like  and  contemporaneous  transportation  of  such  traffic 
under  similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  and  being  equal 
to  those  by  New  York  are  neither  unjust  or  unreasonable. 
This  commercial  usage  has  in  fact  been  looked  upon  as  a 
vested  right  of  this  port  (Boston),  and  upon  the  faith  of  its 
continuance  vast  sums  have  been  expended  to  accommodate 
and  permanently  continue  the  export  business.  Unfortunate- 
ly, however,  adverse  legal  opinions  have  apparently  been 
rendered  by  the  advisers  of  the  trunk  lines,  wjiose  action, 
guided  thereby,  has  practically  stopped  the  practice,  and  has 
seriously  embarrassed  the  Boston  export  business,  and  threat- 
ens to  put  a  stop  to  it,  to  the  great  detriment  of  the  road  and 
and  the  business  interest  of  Boston." 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  is  that  the  Commission  "au- 
thorize the  trunk  lines  to  bill  export  freight  to  Boston  at  New 
Y^ork  rates,  or  take  such  other  action  as  may  seem  best  in 
order  that  this  business  may  be  continued  upon  as  fair  and 
favorable  a  basis  as  it  has  been  done  hitherto.'* 

The  other  petitions  are  not  essentially  different.  A  hear- 
ing was  had  upon  all  together,  and  evidence  was  taken  in 
support  of  their  allegations  of  fact.  A  party  interested  in 
the  local  grain  and  provision  trade  of  Boston  was  also  heard 
in  favor  of  the  contention  that  any  concessions  made  in 
favor  of  the  export  trade  of  Boston  ought  in  fairness  to  bo 
extended  to  all  other  persons  to  whom  grain  and  provisions 
may  be  consigned  at  that  city  from  interior  markets. 

It  was  shown  on  the  hearing  that  the  Boston  export  trade 
was  for  the  time  being  under  considerable  embarrassment 
arising  from  a  doubt  whether  the  railroad  companies  might 
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lawfully  continue  the  rebate  which  has  been  heretofore 
allowed.  It  was  not  so  evident,  however,  that  the  Commis- 
sion had  the  power  to  give  relief.  Indeed  the  petitioners 
wlien  called  upon  to  point  out  the  provision  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Law  under  which  the  Commission  had  authority  to 
grant  the  relief  prayed,  frankly  confessed  there  was  diflSiculty 
in  doing  so.  It  was  stated,  however,  that  there  were  times 
when  the  rebate  exceeded  the  ocean  rates,  and  that  then  a 
suspension  of  the  operation  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act 
would  be  necessary,  since  otherwise  the  railroad  companies 
would  be  liable  to  penalties  for  charging  and  receiving  a 
greater  sum  for  the  transportation  of  grain  and  provisions 
from  western  points  to  Boston  than  from  the  same  western 
points  through  Boston  to  the  foreign  market.  But  a  case  of 
this  sort,  it  was  conceded,  would  be  quite  exceptional,  so  that 
a  suspension  of  the  long  and  short  haul  clause  of  section  four 
would  not  alone  give  the  relief  required. 

What  the  companies  desire  is  authority  to  continue  pay- 
ment of  the  rebate  as  well  when  it  falls  short  of  the  ocean 
rates  as  when  it  exceeds  it. 

If  what  is  paid  under  the  name  of  a  rebate  were  a 
rebate  in  fact,  as  understood  in  the  second  section  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Law,  and  if  the  eflfect  of  allow- 
ing it  were  to  impose  upon  some  classes  of  persons  a 
greater  charge  for  service  rendered  than  was  imposed  upon 
others  for  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service,  under  the  same 
circumstances,  and  conditions,  and  so  eflfect  what  is  described 
in  the  law  as  an  unjust  discrimination,  it  would  neither  be  legal 
in  itself  nor  could  it  be  made  legal  by  any  order,  assent,  or  per- 
mission made  or  given  by  the  Commission.  But  as  explained 
by  the  petitions  and  the  evidence  adduced  in  their  support, 
the  rebate  has  for  its  purpose  to  correct  an  inequality  that 
would  otherwise  exist,  and  which,  by  making  the  cost  of 
foreign  shipments  by  way  of  Boston  greater  than  by  way 
of  New  York,  would  practically  exclude  shippers  from  the 
choice  of  the  Boston  route,  though  the  distance  from 
interior  points  to  the  foreign  market  would  bo  practically 
no  greater  by  that  route  than  by  the  other.  This  alleged 
necessity  for  the  equalization  of  rates  on  export  traflic  is 
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relied  npon  as  the  justification  for  the  higher  rate  which 
is  imposed'  on  the  traffic  whose  final  destination  is  Bos- 
ton, which  higher  rate,  however,  is  averred  to  be  in  itself 
just  and  reasonable.  If  such  is  the  real  nature  of  the  so- 
called  rebate— if  its  purpose  is  only  to  do  indirectly  what 
might  directly  be  done  by  bill  of  lading  issued  at  the  interior 
point  of  shipment  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods  at  the  for- 
eign destination,  and  if  no  discrimination  is  made  between 
persons  engaged  in  the  foreign  traffic,  but  the  rebate  is  paid 
impartially,  and  only  as  a  means  of  protecting  the  Boston 
route  for  the  export  trade  against  an  excess  in  charge  that 
would  be  ruinous  to  it,  then  it  is  obvious  there  is  no  occasion 
for  calling  upon  the  Commission  to  give  sanction  to  a  prac- 
tice which  would  be  legal  without  it.  Indeed  any  legal 
ground  for  affirmative  action  on  the  part  of  the  Commission 
is  precluded  when  those  who  bring  the  practice  to  its  atten- 
tion do  so  with  explanations  of  its  propriety  and  insisting 
upon  its  lawfulness. 

Whether  all  freights  from  interior  points  to  Boston  ought 
to  be  carried  at  rates  as  low  as  those  prevailing  from  the  same 
points  to  New  York,  is  a  question  not  legitimately  before  the 
Commission  now. 

The  railroad  companies,  who  are  the  only  parties  asking 
action  at  our  hands,  justify  the  differences  now  made  on  the 
ground  of  longer  haul,  while  submitting  to  the  rebate  on  the 
export  trade,  under  a  species  of  compulsion.  If  the  exac- 
tions from  the  Boston  traffic  proper  are  excessive,  the  fact  can 
only  be  adjudicated  when  somebody  questions  them  in  a 
proceeding  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  a  regular  investiga- 
tion. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  no  order  should  be 
liiade  on  the  petititions,  and  the  petitioners  have  leave  to 
withdraw  them. 

Morrison,  Commissioner,  concurs  in  the  determination  to 
make  no  order  in  the  premises-^  and  that  leave  be  given  to 
withdraw  the  petitions. 
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IN   THE   MATTEE   OF   DISABLED  SOLDLfeES  AND 

SAILOES. 

May  19,  1887. 

Whether  since  the  paseage  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  it  is  competent 
for  the  carriers  subject  to  it  to  grant  free  transportation  of  persons  to 
those  who  are  proper  subjects  of  charity,  the  Commission  will  not  un- 
dertake to  say  when  no  controversy  is  pending  before  it,  which  raises 
the  question. 

ScHOONMAKER,  Commissioner. 

Commissioner  John  C.  Black,  of  the  Pension  Bureau,  pre- 
sented a  petition  with  accompanying  papers  on  behalf  of  the 
members  of  the  National  Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Sol- 
diers and  Sailors,  which  set  forth  that  prior  to  the  taking  ef- 
fect of  the  "  Act  to  Eegulate  Commerce"  the  various  railroads 
of  the  country  carried  the  members  to  and  from  their  various 
Homes  at  half  rates  of  fare  ;  that  the  great  trunk  lines  have 
signified  their  willingness  to  continue  to  do  so,  but  that  the 
other  roads  decline.  The  papers  do  not  show  the  reason  for 
their  declination. 

The  petition  asks  for  "  a  lading  by  this  Commission,  or  an 
order  or  opinion  which  will  authorize"  the  objecting  rail- 
roads to  pursue  the  same  course  as  the  trunk  lines  "  and  per- 
mit the  Homes  and  their  members  to  receive,  and  the  rail- 
roads of  the  United  States  to  extend  the  half-fare  rate  to  the 
Homes  and  their  members." 

If  any  communication  had  been  presented  from  any  ob- 
jecting road  or  roads,  stating  the  grounds  of  their  objection, 
the  Commission  might  have  been  better  able  to  judge  of  the 
sufiiciency  of  those  grounds.  In  the  absence  of  any  such 
statement  of  reasons  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  objection  is 
based  upon  the  second  section  of  the  Commerce  Act,  which 
provides  that  if  any  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act  shall  by  any  special  rate,  etc.,  charge,  etc.,  less  compen- 
sation for  the  transportation  of  persons  or  property  than  it 
charges  others  for  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service,  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  such  car- 
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rier  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination,  which 
is  prohibited  and  declared  to  be  unlawful. 

The  meritorious  character  of  this  application  and  the  pa- 
triotic and  humane  reasons  urged  in  support  of  it  are  fully 
appreciated  and  admitted.  But  the  Commission  is  not  re- 
ferred to  any  provision  of  the  Act  that  authorizes  it  to  make 
an  order  or  express  an  opinion  upon  an  ex  parte  application 
of  this  nature.  In  the  absence  of  such  authority  an  order  or 
an  opinion  would  have  no  validity  or  weight  whatever.  The 
fourth  section  of  the  Act,  relating  to  long  and  short  hauls,  is 
the  only  one  that  confers  discretionary  power  upon  the  Com- 
mission to  make  orders  for  relief  in  special  cases,  and  then, 
only  upon  the  application  of  carriers. 

The  twenty-second  section  of  the  Act  defines  the  cases  in 
the  transportation  of  property  and  persons  to  which  the  act 
shall  not  apply,  and  ministers  of  religion  and  officers  and 
employes  of  railroads  are  the  only  persons  specified.  The 
statute  as  enacted  must  be  deemed  to  express  the  deliberate 
will  of  the  law  making  body  and  the  Commission  is  power- 
less to  enlarge  or  restrict  its  scope.  Nor  can  a  construction 
be  given  to  it  not  warranted  by  the  language  employed. 

If  the  fair  meaning  of  the  second  section  is  that  the  giving 
of  half  rates  to  the  members  of  National  Homes  for  Disa- 
bled Volunteer  Soldiers  and  Sailors  is  the  allowance  of  a 
flpccial  rate,  etc.,  for  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service,  for 
certain  persons  not  common  to  all,  under  substantially  simi- 
lar circumstances  and  conditions,  then  such  allowance  would 
be  unjust  discrimination  ;  otherwise  not. 

The  trunk  lines,  according  to  the  petition,  have  taken  the 
responsibility  of  assuming  that  the  allowance  of  the  half 
rates  desired  does  not  constitute  unjust  discrimination.  Ev- 
ery carrier  has  the  same  right  to  assume  its  own  construction 
ot  this  provision.  The  Commission  can  not  prematurely  im- 
pose any  construction  upon  a  carrier  however  much  some 
particular  construction  may  be  desired.  Construction  is  a 
judicial  act  involving  the  decision  of  some  controverted 
Question.  The  orderly  methods  of  judicial  procedure  must 
be  observed.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  in  such 
oases  is  limited  to  the  decision  of  complaints  for  alleged  vio- 
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lations  of  the  law,  upon  a  hearing  of  the  parties  intereste 
and  its  opinion  of  the  intent  of  the  statute  can  then  be  an- 
nounced with  authority. 

Any  order  or  opinion  in  advance  of  a  complaint  and  hear 
ing  would  be  misleading  and  unfair  to  those  who  might  b 
affected  by  it,  and  would  be  unauthorized  and  nugatory.    Th 
Commission  is  therefore  constrained  to  say  that  it  has  no 
power  to  comply  with  the  request  of  the  petition. 


THE  MISSOUEI  AND  ILLINOIS  EAILEOAD  TIE  AND 
LUMBER  CO.  V.  THE  CAPE  GIRARDEAU  AND 
SOUTHWESTERN  RAILWAY  CO. 

May  19  and  June  9«  18H7. 

The  fact  that  the  owner  of  merchandise  which  is  offered  to  a  carrier  for 
transportation  from  one  point  to  another  in  the  same  State,  intends  to 
have  it  further  transported  by  a  second  carrier  into  another  State,  does 
not  make  such  first  trd-nsportation  interstate  commerce,  or  render  the 
carrier  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Commission  in  respect  to  it,  even 
though  such  first  carrier  may  be  informed  of  the  ultimate  destination  of 
the  merchandise. 

Complaint  of  unjust  discrimination. 

The  complainant  is  engaged  in  getting  out  ties  along  the 
line  of  the  defendant's  road,  some  of  which  it  desires  to  trans- 
port over  that  road  to  Cape  Girardeau,  on  the  Mississippi 
river,  where  it  has  a  contract  for  their  delivery.  The  man- 
aging officers  of  the  defendant  are  informed  that  the  ties  are 
to  be  taken  by  boat  at  Cape  Girardeau  across  the  river  into 
Illinois,  but  such  transportation  across  the  river  is  entirely 
independent  of  the  transportation  requested  of  the  defendant, 
and  it  will  be  by  boats  not  in  any  respect  under  the  control 
of  the  defendant,  or  forming  a  continuous  line  with  it,  or  op- 
erated with  it  under  any  common  arrangement. 

The  complaint  made  of  the  defendant  is,  that  it  fails  to  give 
the  complainant  cars  for  the  transportation  of  its  ties  on  re- 
quest, though  at  the  same  time  it  gives  cars  to  a  rival  dealer. 
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The  road  of  the  defendant  is  entirely  within  the  State  of 
Missouri. 

When  the  complaint  was  presented  the  Commission  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  transportation  asked  for  would 
be  entirely  within  the  State  of  Missouri,  and,  therefore, 
apparently  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 
Complainant  relied  upon  the  fact  as  giving  jurisdiction,  that 
the  ultimate  destination  of  the  ties  was  another  State,  and 
the  defendant  knew  the  fact ;  but  as  it  appeared  the  defend- 
ant was  to  be  in  no  way  connected  with  any  transportation 
out  of  the  State ;  this  was  held  to  be  unimportant,  and  the 
Commission  declined  to  entertain  the  complaint. 


IN    THE     MATTEE    OF    THE    PETITION    OP    THE 
LOUISVILLE  AND  NASHVILLE  EAILEOAD  CO. 

April  5  and  Juno  15,  1887. 

When  a  railropd  company  claims  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of 
long  and  short  hauls  on  its  line  are  so  dissimilar  as  to  justify  its  making 
the  greater  charge  on  the  shorter  haul,  the  Commission  will  not  on  its 
petition  decide  upon  the  justice  of  its  claim,  but  will  leave  it  to  take  the 
initiative  in  fixing  rates,  and  will  decide  upon  their  justice  and  propriety 
when  complaint  is  made  by  persons  or  localities  who  consider  them- 
selves injured. 

On  questions  of  statutory  construction  involved  in  such  cases  the  Commis- 
sion holds: 

Firnt.  That  the  prohibition  in  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
C'ommerce  against  a  greater  charge  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  dis- 
tance over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  Iwing  inclu- 
ded in  the  longer  distance,  as  qualified  therein  is  limited  to  cases  in 
which  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are  substantially  similar. 

Second.  That  the  phrase  **  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and 
conditions"  In  the  fourth  section.  Is  used  In  the  same  sense  as  in  the  sec- 
ond section ;  and  under  the  qualified  form  of  the  prohibition  in  the 
fourth  section  carriers  are  required  to  judge  in  the  first  instance  with  re- 
gard to  the  similarity  or  dissimilarity  of  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions that  forbid  or  permit  a  greater  charge  for  a  shorter  distance. 

JTurd.  That  the  judgment  of  carriers  In  respect  to  the  circumstances  and 
oonditions  is  not  final,  but  is  subject  to  the  authority  of  the  Commission 
and  of  the  courts,  to  decide  whether  error  has  been  committed,  or 
whether  the  statute  baa  been  violated.    And  In  case  of  complaint  for 
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violating  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
carrier  to  justify  any  departure  from  the  general  rule  prescribed  by  the 
statute,  by  showing  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are  substan- 
tially dissimilar. 

Fourth.  That  the  provisions  of  section  one,  requiring  chaiges  to  be  reason- 
able  and  Just,  and  of  section  two,  forbidding  unjust  discrimination,  apply 
when  exceptional  charges  are  made  under  section  four  as  they  do  in 
other  cases. 

Fifth.  Tliat  the  existence  of  actual  competition  which  is  of  controlling  force, 
in  respect  to  tralllc  impoitaiit  in  amount,  may  make  out  the  dissimilar 
circumstances  and  conditions  eutitUng  the  carrier  to  charge  less  for  the 
longer  than  for  the  sliorter  haul  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direc- 
tion, the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer,  in  the  following  cases : 

1.  When  the  competition  Is  with  carriers  by  water  which  are  not  subject  to 

the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

2.  When  the  competition  is  with  foreign  or  other  railroads  which  ai-e  not 

subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

8.  In  rare  and  peculiar  cases  of  competition  between  railroads  which  are 
subject  to  the  statute,  when  a  strict  appli(!ation  of  the  general  rule  of 
the  statute  would  be  destructive  of  legitimate  competition. 

Sixth.  The  Commission  further  decides  that  when  a  greater  charge  In  tho 
aggregate  is  made  for  the  transportation  of  fiassengors  or  the  like  kin<l 
of  property  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longor  distance  over  the  same  lino 
in  tho  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  inchidod  in  the  longer  distance, 
it  is  not  suflflcient  justification  therefor  that  tlie  trnffl<»  which  is  subjected 
to  such  greater  charge  is  way  or  local  traffic,  and  that  which  is  given  tho 
more  favorable  rates  is  not. 

Nor  Is  it  sufficient  Justification  for  such  greater  <*harge  that  the  short-haul 
traffic  is  more  expensive  to  the  carrier,  unless  when  the  circumstances 
are  such  as  to  make  it  exceptionally  expensive,  or  the  long-haul  traffic 
exceptionally  inexpensive,  the  difference  being  oxtraordinary  and  sus- 
ceptible of  definite  proof. 

Nor  that  the  lesser  charge  on  the  longer  haul  has  for  Its  motive  the  encour- 
agement of  manufactures  or  some  other  branch  of  industry. 

Nor  that  it  is  designed  to  build  up  business  or  trade  ccMiters. 

Nor  that  the  lesser  charge  on  the  longer  haul  is  merely  a  continuation  of  the 
favorable  rates  under  which  trade  centers  or  industrial  establishments 
have  been  built  up. 

The  fact  that  long  haul  traffic  will  only  bear  certain  rat^s  Is  no  reason  for 
carrying  it  for  less  than  cost  at  the  expense  of  other  traffic. 

Petition  for  relief  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to 
Ungulate  Commerce. 

On  April  5th,  1887,  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship 
Association  was  composed  of  the  following  railroad  compa- 
nies, lines  and  systems,  and  steamship  linos  operated  in  con- 
nection therewith :  Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad ;  At- 
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lanta  and  West  Point  Kailroad  Company  ;  Central  Railroad 
of  Georgia  System ;  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  Pacific 
Railway  Company;  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia 
Railway  Company ;  Georgia  Railroad  Company ;  Georgia  Pa- 
cific Railway  Company ;  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railway 
Co.'s  System ;  Nashville,  Chattanooga  and  St.  Louis  Railway 
Company  ;  Norfolk  and  Western  Railroad  Company  ;  Port 
Royal  and  Augusta  Railway  Company ;  Richmond  and  Dan- 
ville Railway  Company ;  Rome  Railroad  Company  ;  Savannah, 
Griffin  and  North  Alabama  Railroad  Company  ;  Seaboard  and 
Roanoke  Railroad  Company ;  South  Carolina  Railway  Compa- 
ny ;  South  and  North  Alabama  Railway  Line  ;  Western  Rail- 
road of  Alabama  ;  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company ; 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  System ;  Baltimore,  Chesapeake  and 
Richmond  Steamboat  Company ;  Boston  and  Savannah 
Steamboat  Company ;  Clyde  Steam  Lines ;  Merchants'  and 
Miners'  Transportation  Company  ;  New  York  and  Charleston 
Steamship  Company ;  Ocean  Steamship  Company ;  Old  Do- 
minion Steamship  Company. 

On  the  day  mentioned  the  Association  presented  to  the 
Commission  on  behalf  of  all  the  roads,  svstems  and  lincKS 
mentioned  its  petition  that  under  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce they  be  authorized  to  charge  for  the  transportation  of 
property  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter  distances  over  the 
Bunie  lines  in  the  same  directions  between  certain  specified 
points.  Tliis  petition  being  unimportant  to  a  presentation  of 
the  legal  questions,  is  not  here  recited. 

The  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  also  filed 
its  separate  petition  as  follows : 

To  the  Iloiiorahle  the  Interstate  Commerce  Coinviission  : 

The  petition  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  chartered  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Ken- 
tucky, would  respectfully  show  unto  your  honorable  Commis- 
sion as  follows,  viz.  : 

The  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  was  orig- 
inally chartered  to  construct  a  railroad  from  Louisville,  Ky., 
to  Nashville,  Tenn.,  with  a  branch  to  Lebanon,  Ky.,  and  one 
from  a  point  five  miles  south  of  Bowling  Green  to  the  State 
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line  near  a  point  now  known  as  Guthrie,  in  the  direction  of 
Clarksville  and  Memphis,  Teiin.  Construction  was  com- 
menced from  Louisville,  southward,  in  1853,  and  from  Nash- 
ville, northward,  in  1856,  and  work  progressed  from  each  end 
until  connection  was  made  at  or  near  Bell's  (Glasgow  Junc- 
tion), in  the  year  1859. 

The  Lebanon  branch  was  extended  from  time  to  time  and 
completed  to  Rockcastle  river,  a  distance  of  140  miles  from 
Louisville,  in  1870  ;  and  was  farther  extended  to  Jellico, 
Tenn.,  in  1883,  there  connecting  with  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio 
Railroad. 

The  Memphis  branch  was  completed  in  1860. 

The  Memphis  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  was  chartered 
to  construct  a  Railroad  from  Memphis  to  Paris,  Tenn.  Con- 
struction was  commenced  in  1856,  and  gradually  extended  to 
Paris,  to  which  point  it  was  completed  in  18 — . 

During  the  year  1860  or  1861  the  Memphis,  Clarksville  and 
Louisville  railroad,  extending  from  the  State  line  near  Guth- 
rie, Ky.,  to  Paris,  Tenn.,  was  completed. 

The  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  acquired 
by  lease  the  property  of  the  Memphis  and  Ohio  Railroad 
Company  in  September,  1867,  and  it  was  afterwards  consoli- 
dated into  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  in 
October,  1872.  The  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Com- 
pany acquired  by  purchase  the  property  of  the  Memphis, 
Clarksville  and  Louisville  Railroad  Company  on  October  1st, 
1871.  The  three  railroads  thus  formed  a  continuous  line  from 
Louisville  to  Memphis. 

On  July  1st,  1872,  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad 
Company  acquired  by  lease  control  of  the  Nashville  and  De- 
catur Railroad,  extending  from  Nashville,  Tenn.,  to  Decatur, 
Ala.,  122  miles. 

The  South  and  North  Alabama  Railroad  Company  was 
chartered  to  construct  a  railroad  from  Mongomery,  Ala.,  to 
Decatur,  Ala.  That  company,  unable  to  secure  the  means, 
failed  to  complete  the  road.  In  1871  the  Louisville  and 
Nashville  Railroad  Company  entered  into  an  agreement  to 
'  complete  the  road,  and  to  receive  in  part  compensation  there- 
.  for  a  controlling  interest  in  the  stock  of  the  South  and  North 


IN  BE  LOUISVILLE  AND  NASHVILLE  B.   B.   00.  95 

Alabama  Bailroad  Company.  The  road  was  completed  atfd 
opened  for  traffic  in  1872,  since  which  time  it  has  been  under 
the  stock  control  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad 
Company. 

In  1880  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company 
purchased  the  property  of  the  Mobile  and  Montgomery  Bail- 
*  road  Company,  the  road  extending  from  Montgomery,  Ala., 
to  Mobile,  Ala.,  180  miles,  and  in  1880  it  purchased  the  prop- 
erty of  the  New  Orleans  and  Mobile  Bailroad  Company,  the 
road  extending  from  Mobile  to  New  Orleans,  141  miles. 

In  1880  tHe  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company 
purchased  the  Pensacola  Bailroad,  extending  from  Pensacola 
Junction  (Flomaton)  to  Pensacola,  43  miles. 

In  1879  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company  pur- 
chased the  property  of  the  Evansville,  Henderson  and  Nash- 
ville Bailroad  Company,  the  railroad  extending  from  Hender- 
son, Ky.,  to  Nashville,  Tenn.,  145  miles. 

In  1881  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company  ac- 
quired control  of  the  Southeast  and  St.  Louis  Bailway  and 
branches  by  lease,  the  road  extending  from  Evansville,  Ind., 
to  East  St.  Louis,  111.,  161^  miles,  with  a  branch  from  Mc- 
Leansboro'  to  Shawneetown,  on  the  Ohio  river,  40  miles  long. 

In  1880  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company 
purchased  a  controlling  interest  in  the  stock  of  the  Owens- 
boro'  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company,  the  road  at  that  time 
extending  from  Owensboro'  to  Central  City,  35^  miles.  It  has 
since  furnished  the  means  to  extend  the  road  from  Central 
City  to  Adairville,  84  miles  in  all. 

In  1881  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company 
purchased  the  property  of  the  Louisville,  Cincinnati  and 
Lexington  Bailway  Company,  the  road  extending  from  Louis- 
ville, Ky.,  to  Lexington,  Ky.,  94  miles,  and  from  Lagrange, 
Ky.,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  83  miles,  and  secured  thereby  con- 
trol, by  lease,  of  three  smaller  corporations.  The  total 
length  of  lines  owned,  controlled  by  ownership  of  stock,  or 
operated  under  lease  by  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bail- 
road Company,  including  some  branch  lines  not  herein  enu- 
merated, is  2,106.64  miles — practically  all  of  which  is  subjeot 
to  the  provisions  of  the  ''  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce." 
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In  this  petition  the  term  local  tariflfs  is  intended  to  apply 
to  the  rates  of  transportation  to  and  from  local  stations  as 
distinguished  from  rates  between  competitive  stations. 

When  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  com- 
menced the  construction  of  its  road  fi'om  Louisville  in  the 
direction  of  Nashville,  and  from  Nashville  in  the  direction  of 
Louisville,  it  adopted  rates  of  transportation  for  both  pas-* 
scngers  and  freight  materially  less  than  had  ever  prevailed 
before  and  less  than  the  rates  authorized  by  its  charter. 
These  rates  have  been  changed  from  time  to  tjime,  the  chan- 
ges having  in  all  cases  been  reductions ;  so  that  the  average 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  and  per  passenger  mile  now  received  to 
and  from  local  stations  is  much  less  than  during  the  years 
immediately  succeeding  the  construction  of  the  road.  As 
the  company  acquired  by  lease  or  by  purchase  the  property 
of  other  companies,  or  their  control  by  ownership  of  stocky 
it  in  all  cases  substituted  rates  of  transportation  to  and  from 
local  stations  materially  less  than  had  been  received  by  the 
companies  formerly  owning  or  controlling  the  properties,  and 
less  than  had  prevailed  before  said  companies  were  char- 
tered ;  and  it  has,  since  acquiring  control  of  such  companies, 
made  material  reductions  in  the  rates  for  transportation  of 
both  freight  and  passengers,  so  that  the  rates  now  received 
per  ton  per  mile  and  per  passenger  mile  are  very  much  less 
than  those  received  for  some  time  after  such  control  was  se- 
cured. These  reductions  in  some  cases  have  been  as  much 
as  fifty  per  cent.,  local  passenger  rates  having  been  reduced 
over  nearly  the  entire  system  from  four,  five,  and  six  cents 
per  mile  to  three  cents  per  mile,  with  a  corresponding  or  even 
greater  reduction  in  the  rates  of  transportation  to  and  from 
local  stations  on  many  articles  of  freight.  These  fates  are 
believed  and  are  averred  to  bo  just  and  reasonable. 

Reference  to  the  map  herewith  filed,  and  marked  Exhibit 
A  hereto,  will  show  that  the  lines  of  the  Louisville  and  Nash- 
ville Railroad  Company  comes  in  contact  with  water  transpor- 
tation at  numerous  points.  The  traflSc  of  but  few  large  cor- 
porations in  the  country  is  to  so  large  an  extent  affected  by 
water  competition. 

All  traffic  carried  by  the  Lotdsvillo  and  Nashville  Railroad 
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Company  between  the  following  named  points  is  taken  in  di- 
rect competition  with  water  carriers  not  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  "Act  to  Regrulate  Commerce  :"  Cincinnati,  * 
Ohio ;  Newport,  Ky. ;  Frankfort,  Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky.  ; 
Owensboro',  Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky. ;  Bowling  Green,  Ky. ; 
Clarksville,  Tenn.;  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Tennessee  river  station 
(or  Danville),  Tenn. ;  Memphis,  Tenn. ;  Montgomery,  Ala. ; 
Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ;  New  Orleans,  La. ;  Pensacola, 
Fla. ;  Evans\alle,  Ind.  ;  Shawneetown,  111.  ;  East  St.  Louis, 
111.,  and  Sk.  Louis,  Mo. 

In  addition  to  the  above  mentioned  competition  of  carriers, 
not  subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  there  is  also  the 
competition  of  rail  lines,  or  of  rail  and  water  lines,  for  traflSc 
passing  between  most  of  the  points  enumerated.  Besides 
the  traffic  passing  between  the  points  above  enumerated,  all, 
or  most  of  the  traffic  passing  between  such  points,  and  points 
beyond  them,  is  taken  in  competition  with  carriers  not  sub- 
ject to  the  Act.  To  illustrate :  Traffic  between  New  York  and 
other  Eastern  cities,  and  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Owensboro',  Ky. ; 
Henderson,  Ky. ;  Clarksville,  Tenn. ;  Nashville,  Tenn.,  and 
Memphis,  Tenn.,  may  be,  and  is,  shipped  by  consignors  to 
Cincinnati,  consigned  to  a  forwarding  merchant,  or  to  an 
agent  of  water  carriers,  the  contract  for  shipment  only  pro- 
viding for  delivery  to  such  merchant,  or  agent,  who,  on  re- 
ceipt of  the  property,  forwards  it  to  destination,  neither  the 
rail  carrier,  nor  the  water  carrier,  being  a  party  to  any  ar- 
rangement for  a  continuous  carriage. 

Traffic  passing  between  New  York  and  other  Eastern  cities 
and  New  Orleans,  La. ;  Mobile,  Ala.;  Selma,  Ala.;  and  Mont- 
gomery, Ala.,  is  taken  in  competition  with  water  carriers 
not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act.  There  are  also  nu- 
inerons  rail  lines,  and  rail  and  water  lines,  competing  for 
Uiis  traffic. 

Traffic  passing  between  points  not  on  this  company's  lines, 
but  lor  which  this  and  connecting  lines  compete,  is  also  subject 
to  simihir  competition  of  lines  not  subject  to  the  Act.  As  an 
illustration,  traffic  passing  between  Chicago,  Illinois,  and  Sa- 
v:innah,  Georgia,  may  be,  and  is,  shipped  by  consignors  from' 
Cliicago  on  contracts  requiring  delivery  to  a  forwarding  mer- 
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chant,  or  to  an  agent  of  a  water  carrier  at  Baltimore,  Mary- 
land, who  forwards  the  same  to  destination,  the  shipment 
hot  being  covered  by  any  through  contract  or  arrangement. 
This  company  and  its  connections  also  compete  with  other 
all  rail,  and  with  rail  and  water  lines  for  traffic  passing  be- 
tween the  same  points,  some  of  which  lines  are  not  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

All  traffic  passing  between  nearly  all  points  North,  West, 
and  East,  like  Cincinnati,  Chicago,  St.  Louis,  Pittsburgh, 
Philadelphia,  New  York,  and  points  South,  Southeast,  and 
Southwest,  like  Savannah,  Charleston,  Augusta,  points  in 
Forida,  Montgomery,  Selma,  Mobile,  New  Orleans,  points  in 
Arkansas,  and  in  Texas,  is  subject  to  similar  competitive 
conditions. 

Traffic  subject  to  still  other  competitive  conditions,  is  that 
passing  between  points,  one  or  both  of  which  may  not  be 
located  upon  this  company's  lines,  but  for  which  it,  and  its 
connections  have  to  compete  with  all-rail,  and  with  rail  and 
water  lines,  which  may  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act,  to  wit,  traffic  passing  between  Chicago  and  Atlanta, 
Ga.,  or  New  York  and  Birmingham,  Ala.  Nearly  all  traffic 
passing  between  points  on,  and  north  of,  the  Ohio,  in  the 
Northeast,  and  Northwest,  as  Louisville,  Indianapolis,  St. 
Louis,  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  and  points  in  the  South,  Southeast, 
and  Southwest,  such  as  Atlanta,  Ga. ;  Macon,  Ga. ;  Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn. ;  Birmingham,  Montgomery,  and  Solma,  Ala. ; 
New  Orleans,  La. ;  Little  Kock,  Ark.,  and  points  in  Texas, 
is  subject  to  such  competition. 

Then,  again,  there  is  traffic  for  which,  practically,  only  all 
rail-lines  compete,  such  as  that  passing  between  Cincinnati, 
Ohio,  and  Chattanooga,  Tenn. ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  and  Birm- 
ingham, Ala. ;  Louisville,  Ky.;  and  Atlanta,  Ga.  While  such 
traffic  may  be,  and  has  been,  to  some  extent  competed  for 
by  a  rail  and  water  line,  in  practice  such  competition  is  not 
effective,  and  does  not  have  a  material  influence  in  the  ad- 
justment of  rates.  Kates  between  such  points  may  be  said 
to  be  adjusted  by  the  competition  between  the  rail  lines ; 
but,  in  effect,  they  are  made  relative  to  ratios  between  other 
points.     To  illustrate :  The  Bates  from  St.  Louis  to  Birming- 
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ham,  Ala.,  being  fixed  by  the  competition  between  the  river 
and  rail  routes  via  Vicksburgh,  New  Orleans,  Memphis,  Cairo, 
etc.,  and  the  all-rail  lines  running  from  St.  Louis  to  Birming- 
ham, those  rates  fix  the  rates  from  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  Birm- 
ingham, Ala.;  and  the  rates  from  Chicago  to  Atlanta  being 
fixed  by  competition  between  the  rail  and  water  lines  via 
Baltimore,  and  the  all-rail  lines,  those  rates  fix  the  rates  from 
Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  Atlanta,  Oa. 

An  examination  of  this  company's  tariflfs  heretofore  sub- 
mitted to  this  Commission  will  show,  that  in  many  instances, 
the  rates  of  transportation  for  the  shorter  are  greater  than 
for  the  longer  distance,  over  the  same  line,  in  the  samo 
direction,  the  shorter  being  included  within  the  longer  dis- 
tance. But  this  is  only  the  case  where  the  circunstances 
and  conditions  are,  as  petitioner  is  advised,  and  insists,  sub- 
stantially dissimilar.  As  an  illustration,  the  rates  between 
Louis\'ille  and  the  intermediate  stations  are,  as  hereinbefore 
shown,  just  and  reasonable  ;  and,  while  the  rates  between 
Louisville  and  Nashville,  on  most  classes  of  traffic,  are  less 
than  between  Louisville  and  some  of  the  intermediate  sta- 
tions, the  rates  between  Louisville  and  Nashville  are  fixed 
by  competition  with  water  lines,  and  the  rail  line  can  secure 
only  what  the  transportation  between  such  points  is  worth 
to  the  shipper ;  which  is  what  the  water  lines  will  accept  for 
carriage,  plus  the  value  to  the  shipper  or  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty, of  prompt  transportation,  and  the  absence  of  marine 
risk.  With  perhaps  but  two  exceptions,  the  rates  between 
points  on  the  lines  owned,  controlled,  or  operated  by  the 
Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company,  are  not  less  for 
the  longer  than  for  the  shorter  haul,  except  between  points 
where  water  carriers,  not  subject  to  the  act,  compete.  Tho 
rates  to  and  from  railroad-crossing  points  like  McKenzie, 
Tenn. ;  Milan,  Tenn. ;  Humboldt,  Tenn. ;  Danville  Junction, 
Ky.;  Stanford,  Ky.;  Livingston,  Ky.;  Nortonville,  Ky. ;  Cen- 
tral City,  Ky.,  and  other  points,  are  not  less  than  the  rates 
from  intermediate  local  stations. 

Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  Newport,  Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Frank- 
fort, Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky. ;  Clarksville,  Tenn. ;  Nashville, 
Tenn.;    Memphis,  Tenn.;    Montgomery,  Ala.;   Selma,  Ala.; 
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Mobile,  Ala.;  New  Orleans,  La. ;  Evansville,  Iiul. ;  Shawnee- 
town.  111. ;  East  St.  Louis,  111. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  were  natural 
oomipercial  r^entres  or  points  where  traffir^  was  intorMi^nrred 
with  the  surrounding  country,  before  railroads  were  con- 
tttructed  to  or  from  them.  They  were  natural  commercial 
xjentres,  or  distributing  points,  by  virtue  of  their  natural  lo- 
cation, and  of  the  facilities  they  enjoyed  by  reason  of  water 
transportation.  As  railroads  were  constructed  across  the 
country  which  intervened  between  those  natural  commer- 
cial centres,  they  provided  facilities  for  the  country  through 
which  they  passed,  superior  to  those  theretofore  possessed, 
and  at  greatly  reduced  rates,  such  rates  being  just  and 
reasonable.  When  the  roads  were  completed  between  those 
natural  commercial  centres — where  they  came  in  competi- 
tion with  water  lines  w'hicli  also  connected  those  centres — 
they  found  the  circumstances  and  conditions  entirely  dis- 
sinrilar  from  those  which  existed  at  intermediate  stations  in 
the  intervening  country.  The  volume  of  traffic  concentrated 
at  such  points  was  found  to  be  many  times  greater  than  at 
intermediate  stations,  and  that  the  value  cf  the  transporta- 
tion to  shippers  was  fixed  by  competition  with  water  car- 
riers, as  hereinbefore  described.  The  railroad  companies 
adjusted  their  rates  to  the  conditions  found  to  exist  when 
the  roads  were  so  completed.  They  did  not  attempt  to 
materially  disturb  the  relations  of  such  distributing  cen- 
tres as  Louisville,  Nashville,  etc.,  with  the  surrounding 
country. 

While  the  competition  between  the  rail  lines,  and  water 
lines,  has  materially  reduced  the  rates  of  transportation 
between  these  natural  commercial  centres,  tliey  have  also 
furnished  much  improved  facilities  to  the  intermediate  local 
.  stations  at  greatly  reduced  cost ;  such  intermediate  points 
participating  in  any  reduction  in  rates  betw(^.en  the  com- 
petitive points.  As  an  illustration,  the  rates  from  Louisville 
to  Franklin,  Tenn.,  are  never  greater  than  the  rates  from 
Louisville  to  Nashville,  plus  the  rates  from  Nashville  to 
Franklin.  The  rates  from  New  York  to  Brownsville,  Tenn., 
are  never  greater  than  the  rates  from  New  York  to  Memphis, 
plus  the  rates  from  Memphis  to  Brownsville  ;   so  that  the 
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last-named  point  always  receives  the  benefit  of  any  reduction 
in  rates  to  Memphis,  resulting  from  competition  between  the 
all-rail  lines  and  the  water  lines,  between  the  all-rail  lines 
and  all-rail  lines,  and  between  all-rail  lines  and  rail  and 
water  lines. 

Rates  between  points  on  this  company's  lines,  and  points 
beyond  this  company's  lines,  for  the  traffic  of  which  this 
company  competes,  and  Savannah,  Charleston,  Port  Koyal, 
Brunswick,  Florida  points,  etc.,  are  less  than  to  intermediate 
points  to  which  the  distance  is  shorter ;  as  Augusta,  Atlanta, 
Macon,  etc.  The  circumstances  and  conditions  s^re  dissim- 
ilar ;  as  the  competition  of  the  water  carriers,  and  of  the  rail 
and  water  carriers,  between  the  points  of  shipment  and  Sa- 
vannah, Charleston,  etc.,  renders  transportation  of  less  value 
to  the  shipper  or  owner. 

The  practice  of  making  rates  between  points  on  this  com- 
pany's lines,  and  local  stations  on  connecting  lines,  greater 
than  to  competitive  points  beyond,  is  also  in  effect.  As  an 
illustration,  the  rates  from  Louisville  to  some  of  the  stations 
on  the  Western  and  Atlantic  railroad,  between  Chattanooga 
and  Atlanta,  are  greater  on  some  articles  than  from  Louis- 
ville to  Atlanta,  the  circumstances  and  conditions  being  dis- 
similar ;  traffic  to  and  from  Atlanta  being  secured  in  compe- 
tition with  numerous  competing  lines  and  markets,  and  the 
v<3lume  of  traffic  being  far  greater. 

There  is  another  condition  of  competition  where  rates  are 
made  less  for  the  longer  than  for  the  shorter  distance  over 
the  same  line,  and  in  the  same  direction,  as  illustrated  by 
the  rates  in  effect  between  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  Lexington, 
Ky.  Tlie  line  operated  by  the  Louisville  and  Nashville 
Iliiilroad  Company  between  these  points  is  an  indirect  line, 
the  distance  b<*ing  one  hundred  and  fifty  miles.  There  are 
two  other  all-rail  lines  competing  for  the  traffic  between 
the  same  points;  one,  the  Kentucky  Central,  distance  ninety- 
nine  miles,  the  other  the  Cincinnati  Southern,  distance 
Keventv-nine  miles.  The  rates  submitted  heretofore  between 
these  points  are  the  rates  fixed  by  the  shorter  lines.  The 
rates  between  Cincinnati  and  some  of  the  local  stations  on 
the  Louisville  and  Nashville  railroad  are  greater  on  many 
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articles  than  between  Cincinnati  and  Lexington  ;  and  the 
rates  between  Louisville  and  some  of  the  intermediate  local 
stations,  on  many  articles,  are  greater  than  between  Louis- 
ville and  Lexington.  It  is  believed  that  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  are  sufficiently  dissimilar  to  justify  this 
practice. 

The  same  basis  of  adjusting  rates  is  in  eflFect,  and  has 
been  in  effect  ever  since  through  rates  have  been  made, 
throughout  the  entire  country,  or  at  least  throughout  that 
portion  of  the  country  for  the  traffic  of  which  this  company 
competes. 

It  is  believed  that  the  rates  as  set  forth  in  the  tariffs  here- 
tofore submitted  to  the  Commission  by  this  company  are  in 
compliance  with  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  "  Act  to  liegulate 
Commerce."  Should  any  of  the  rates  prove  to  be  not  so  ad- 
justed, errors  and  omissions  of  that  character  will  be  promptly 
corrected  when  ascertained. 

As  a  matter  of  interest  the  following  statement  is  sub- 
mitted, showing  the  number  of  tons,  ton  miles,  revenue, 
rate  per  ton  per  mile,  and  percentage  of  revenue  derived 
from  the  transportation  of  property  moved  by  the  Louis- 
ville and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  over  lines  owned, 
leased,  and  operated,  to  and  from  local  stations  and  between 
competitive  points,  and  total  during  the  fiscal  year  ended 
June,  1886. 

Tons.       Ton  miles.       Revenue,    ^^^jf  .]?n^r  ^tl^''^ 

per  mile.       age. 

Local 8,509,152    443,157,776    6,558,694.54        1.480         66.9 

Competitive 1,038,102    326,554,141    3,245,124.43  .994         83.1 


9,547,254    769,711,917    9,803,818.97        1.274        100 

As  the  profit  per  ton  for  transporting  local  traffic  is 
greater  than  that  received  for  the  transportation  of  com- 
})etitive  traffic,  it  is  estimated  that  not  less  than  80  per 
cent,  of  tlie  net  earnings  accruing  to  the  Louisville  and 
Nashville  Railroad  Company  from  the  transportation  of 
proper!  J  is  derived  from  that  which  is  moved  to  and  from 
local  stations. 

If  petitioner  is  forced  to  abandon  either  its  competitive  or 
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its  local  traffic,  self-preservation  will  force  it  to  abandon  the 
competitive  traffic,  from  which  so  small  a  proportion  of  its 
net  revenue  is  derived. 

While  the  abandonment  of  its  competitive  traffic  will  in- 
flict a  loss  upon  petitioner  of  over  three  millions  of  dollars 
per  year  the  loss  to  those  cities  between  which  said  competi- 
tive traffic  has  heretofore  been  carried  will,  it  is  believed,  be 
far  greater.  Petitioner  fears  that  the  sudden  withdrawal  of 
railroad  competition  from  all  of  the  large  commercial  cities 
of  the  South  will  have  a  disastrous  effect  upon  the  com- 
merce of  that  section,  if  not  upon  the  commerce  of  the 
whole  country. 

All  of  the  railroad  companies  north  of  the  Ohio  river  have 
notified  petitioner  in  effect  that  they  will,  on  April  5,  with- 
draw all  through  rates  from  petitioner's  lines  unless  petition- 
(?r  will  agree  to  reduce  its  local  to  its  competitive  rates.  Pe- 
titioner is,  therefore,  compelled  to  apply  to  this  honorable 
Commission  to  be  relieved  from  the  operation  of  the  fourth 
section  of  the  Act  of  Congress  entitled  "  An  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,"  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  transportation 
of  property  between  competitive  points. 

The  premises  considered,  petitioner  prays  to  be  relieved 
from  the  operation  of  said  section  of  said  Act  by  this  Com- 
mission, and  to  be  authorized  to  charge  less  for  longer  than 
for  shorter  distances  for  the  transportation  of  property  from 
Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  through  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  from  points 
l)eyond,  to  Frankfort,  Ky. ;  Lexington,  Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky. ; 
Owensboro',  Ky.  ;  Henderson,  Ky. ;  Evansville,  Ind. ;  Shaw- 
ueetown.  111. ;  East  St.  Louis,  111. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.  ;  Clarksville,  Tenn.  ;  Memphis,  Tenn.  ;  Birming- 
ham, Ala. ;  Montgomery,  Ala.  ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala.  ; 
P.^nsacola,  Fla. ;  New  Orleans,  La. ;  and  from  Newport,  Ky., 
to  Evansville,  Ind.  ;  Shawneetown,  111. ;  East  St.  Louis,  111. ; 
St.  Louis,  Mo.;  Nashvilh;  Tenn.;  Clarksville,  Tenn.;  Bir- 
mingham, Ala. ;  Montgomery,  Ala.  ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile, 
Ala.  ;  Pensacola,  Fla.  ;  New  Orleans,  La.  ;  and  from  Lexing- 
ton, Ky.,  and  through  Lexington,  Ky.,  from  points  beyond, 
to  Cincinnati,  Ohio ;  Evansville,  Ind. ;  Shawneetown,  HI. ; 
East  St.  Louis,  Bl. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Clarks- 
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ville,  Teiiu. ;  Memphis,  Tenn. ;  Birmingham,  Ala. ;  Mont- 
gomery, AUi. ;  Selma,  Ahi. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ;  Pensacola,  Fla.  ; 
New  Orleans,  La.,  and  from  points  beyond  Lexin^rton,  not  in 
the  State  of  Kentucky,  via  Lexington,  Ky.,  to  Newport,  Ky. ; 
Frankfort,  Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky.  ;  Owensboro',  Ky. ;  and  Hen- 
derson, Ky. ;  and  from  Frankfort,  Ky.,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio ; 
Evansville,  Ind. ;  IShawneetown,  111.  ;  East  St.  Louis,  111.  ; 
St.  Louis,  Mo.  ;  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Clarksvillc,  Tenn. ;  Mem- 
phis, Tenn. ;  Birmingham,  Ala.  ;  Montgomery,  Ala.  ;  Selma, 
Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ;  Pensacola,  Fla. ;  New  Orleans,  La.  ;  and 
from  Louisville,  Ky.,  and  through  Louisville,  Ky.,  from  points 
beyond,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  Evansville,  Ind. ;  Shawneetown, 
111. ;  East  St.  Louis,  111. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo.  ;  Nashville,  Tenn.  ; 
Clarksville,  Tenn.  ;  Memphis,  Tenn. ;  Birmingham,  Ala. ; 
Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala.  ;  Mobile,  Ala.  ;  Pensacola, 
Fla. ;  New  Orleans,  La.  ;  and  from  points  beyond  Louisville, 
Ky.,  not  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  via  Louisville,  Ky.,  to 
Newport,  Ky. ;  Lexington,  Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky. ;  Owensbo- 
ro',  Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky.  ;  and  from  Owensboro*,  Ky.,  and 
through  Owensboro',  K} .,  from  points  beyond,  to  Cincinnati, 
Ohio  ;  Evansville,  Ind. ;  Shawneetown,  111. ;  East  St.  Louis, 
111. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Clarksville,  Tenn,  ; 
Memphis,  Tenn.  ;  Birmingham,  Ala.;  Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Sel- 
ma, Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ;  Pensacola,  Fla. ;  New  Orleans,  La. ; 
and  from  i:)oiuts  beyond  Owensboro',  not  in  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky, via  Owensboro',  Ky.,  to  Newport,  Ky.  ;  Frankfort, 
Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky.  ;  Lexington,  Ky.,  and  Henderson,  Ky.  ; 
and  from  Henderson,  Ky.,  and  through  Henderson,  Ky.^ 
from  points  beyond  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  Shawneetown,  111.  ; 
East  St.  Louis,  111.  ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Clarks- 
ville, Tenn.  ;  Memphis,  Tenn. ;  Birmingham,  Ala. ;  Montgom- 
ery, Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala.  ;  Pensacola,  Fla.  ;  New 
Orleans,  La.  ;  and  from  points  beyond  Henderson,  Ky.,  not 
in  the  State  of  Kentuckj',  via  Henderson,  Ky.,  to  Newport, 
Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louisville,  Ky.  ;  Lexington,  Ky.,  and 
Owensboro',  Ky. ;  and  from  Evansville,  Ind.,  and  through 
Evansville,  Ind.,  from  points  beyond,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ; 
Newport,  Ky. ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Lexington, 
Ky. ;  Owensboro',  Ky. ;  Shawneetown,  111. ;  East  St.  Louis, 
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^^-  ;  St.  Louis,  Mo.  ;   Nashville,  Tenn.  ;  Clarksville,  Tenn.  ; 
^^inpbis,   Tenn. ;    Birmingham,    Ala.  ;    Montgomery,   Ala. ; 
^^'Wa,  Ala. ;   Mobile,  Ala. ;  Pensacola,  Fla. ;  New  Orleans, 
^^^. ;  and  from  Shawneetown,  111.,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  New- 
port, Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louisville,  Ky.  ;  Lexington,  Ky.; 
Owensboro',  Ky. ;    Henderson,  Ky.  ;    Evans\^ille,  Ind.  ;   St. 
Louis,  Mo.  ;  Nashville,  Tenn.  ;  ClarksviUe,  Tenn.  ;  Memphis, 
T('/iii. ;  Birmingham,  Ala.  ;  Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Solma,  Ala.  ; 
JIuhile,  Ala.  ;  Pensacola,  Fla.  ;  New  Orleans,  La. ;  and  from 
East  St.  Louis,  111.,  and  through  East  St.  Louis,  111.,  from 
j><)ints  beyond,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  Newport,  Ky.  ;  Frank- 
foi-t,  Ky.  ;  Louisville,    Ky.  ;    Lexington,  Ky. ;    Owensboro', 
Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky. ;  Evansville,  Ind.  ;    Nashville,  Tenn. ; 
ClarksviUe,    Tenn. ;    Memphis,   Tenn.  ;    Birmingham,    Ala. ; 
Montgomery,  Ala.  ;  Selma,  Ala.  ;   Mobile,  Ala.  ;  Pensacola, 
Fla.  ;    New    Orleans,    La.  ;    and   from    St.   Louis,  Mo.,   and 
through  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  fi-om  points  beyond,  to   Cincinnati, 
Ohio  ;  Newport,  Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Lex- 
ington, Ky. ;  Owensboro',  Ky.  ;  Henderson,  Ky.  ;  Evansville, 
Ind.  ;     Shawneetown,    111.  ;    Nashville,    Tenn.  ;    ClarksviUe, 
Tenn.  ;  Memphis,   Tenn. ;  Birmingham,  Ala.  ;   Montgomery, 
Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala.  ;  Mobile,  Ala.  ;  Pensacola,  Fla.  ;  IScw  Or- 
leans, La. ;  and  from  Nash\411e,  Tenn.,  and  through  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.,  from  points  beyond  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio ;  New- 
j)ort,  Ky. ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louisville,  Ky.  ;  Lexington,  Ky.; 
Owensboro',  Ky.  ;  Henderson,  Ky. ;  Evansville,  Ind. ;  Shaw- 
neetown, 111.  ;  East  St.  Louis,  lU.  ;  St.  Louis,  Mo.;  Birming- 
liam,  Ala. ;  Montgomery,    Ala.  ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ; 
Pensacola,  Fla.  ;  and  from  points  beyond  Nashville  not  in 
the  State  of  Tennessee  via  Nashville,  Tenn.,  to  ClarksviUe, 
Tenn.,  and  Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  from  ClarksviUe,  Tenn.,  and 
through  ClarksviUe,  Tenn.,  from  points  beyond  to  Cincinnati, 
Ohio  ;  Newpoi-t,  Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louisville,  Ky.  ;  Lex- 
ington, Ky.  ;  Owensboro',  Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky.  ;  EvansviUe, 
Ind.;  Shawneetown,  lU.;  East  St.  Louis,  111.;  St.  Louis,  Mo.; 
Birmingham,  Ala. ;  Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile, 
Ala.;  Pensacola,  Fla.;  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  from  points 
l)eyond  ClarksviUe,  Tenn.,  not  in  the  State  of  Tennesse  via 
ClarksviUe  to  Memphis,  Tenn. ;  and  Nashvillee,  Tenn. ;  and 
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from  Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  through  Memphis,  Tenn.,  from 
points  beyond  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  Newport,  Ky.;  Frankfort, 
Ky.  ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Lexington,  Ky.;  Owensboro',  Ky. ; 
Henderson,  Ky. ;  Evansville,  Ind. ;  Shawneetown,  111. ;  East 
St.  Louis,  HI.  ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Birmingham,  Ala. ;  Mont- 
gomery, Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ;  Pensacola,  Fla. ; 
New  Orleans,  La. ;  and  from  points  beyond  Memphis,  Tenn., 
not  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  via  Memphis,  Tenn.,  to  Clarks- 
ville,  Tenn.;  and  Nashville,  Tenn.;  from  Birmingham,  Ala., 
and  through  Birminghan,  Ala.,  from  points  beyond  to  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio ;  Newport,  Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louisville, 
Ky. ;  Lexington,  Ky. ;  Owensboro',  Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky.  ; 
Evansville,  Ind.  ;  Shawneetown,  111. ;  East  St.  Louis,  111. ; 
St.  Louis,  Mo.  ;  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Clarksville,  Tenn. ;  Pen- 
Siicola,  Fla. ;  New  Orleans,  La.  ;  and  from  points  beyond 
Birmingham,  Ala.,  not  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  via.  Bir- 
mingham to  Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala.  ; 
and  from  Montgomery,  Ala.,  and  through  Montgomery, 
Ala.,  from  prom  points  beyond,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  New- 
port, Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Lexington, 
Ky.  ;  Owensboro',  Ky.  ;  Henderson,  Ky. ;  Evansville,  Ind.  ; 
Shawneetown,  111.  ;  East  St.  Louis,  111.  ;  St.  Louis,  Mo.  ; 
Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Clarksville,  Tenn.  ;  Pensacola,  Fla.  ; 
New  Orleans,  La. ;  and  from  points  beyond  Montgomery, 
Ala.,  not  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  via.  Montgomery,  to  Bir- 
mingham, Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala.,  and  Mobilo,  Ala. ;  and  from 
Mobile,  Ala.,  and  through  Mobile,  Ala.,  from  points  beyond, 
to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  Newport,  Ky.  ;  Frankfort,  Ky.  ;  Louis- 
ville, Ky.  ;  Lexington,  Ky.  ;  Owensboro',  Ky.  ;  Hender- 
son, Ky. ;  Evansville,  Ind.  ;  Shawneetown,  111. ;  East  St. 
Louis,  111. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  Clarksville, 
Tenn. ;  Memphis,  Tenn, ;  Pensacola,  Fla. ;  New  Orleans,  La.  ; 
and  from  points  beyond  Mobile,  Ala.,  not  in  the  State  of  Ala- 
bama, via.  Mobile,  to  Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala.,  and 
Birmingham,  Ala. ;  and  from  Pensacola,  Fla.,  and  through 
Pensacola,  Fla.,  from  points  beyond,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ; 
Newport,  Ky. ;  Frankfort,  Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Owens- 
boro', Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky.  ;  Evansville,  Ind. ;  Shawnee- 
town, HI.  ^  East  St.  Louis,  111. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Nashville, 
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Tenn. ;  Clarksville,  Tenn. ;  Memphis,  Tenn. ;  Birmingliam, 
Ala. ;  Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ;  New 
Orleans,  La. ;  and  from  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  through  New 
Orleans,  La.,  from  points  beyond,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  ;  New- 
port, Ky. ;  Frankfort,  Ky. ;  Louisville,  Ky. ;  Lexington,  Ky., 
Owensboro',  Ky. ;  Henderson,  Ky. ;  Evansville,  Ind.  ;  Shaw- 
neetown,  111. ;  East  St.  Louis,  lU. ;  St.  Louis,  Mo. ;  Nashville, 
Tenn. ;  Clarksville,  Tenn. ;  Memphis,  Tenn. ;  Birmingham, 
Ala.  ;  Montgomery,  Ala. ;  Selma,  Ala. ;  Mobile,  Ala. ;  Pen- 
sacola,  Fla. ;  to  an  extent  that  will  enable  the  Louisville 
and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company  and  connecting  lines,  to 
make  such  rates  between  the  points  of  shipment  and  the 
points  of  destination  on  property  that  may  be  transported  as 
competition  may  render  necessary  ;  and  petitioner  prays  for 
all  such  other  and  further  relief  as  it  may  be  entitled  to. 

Similar  petitions  were  presented  by  other  companies,  all  of 
which  were  duly  signed  and  verified,  and  the  Commission 
after  taking  such  evidence  as  was  oifered  in  support  of  their 
allegations,  on  April  6,  1887,  made  on  said  first-mentioned 
petition  an  order  which,  after  reciting  that  the  Association 
on  behalf  of  the  members  composing  it,  and  who  were  com- 
mon carriers  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Eegulate 
Commerce,  had  petitioned  for  authority  to  charge  less  for 
longer  than  for  shorter  distances  in  certain  cases,  that  is  to 
say,  for  the  transportation  of  property  from  and  to  points 
mentioned  by  name  in  the  order,  to  and  from  other  points 
also  mentioned,  and  from  and  to  said  last-named  points  each 
with  tho  other  so  far  as  the  same  are  situated  in  different 
States,  at  lower  rates  than  are  charged  from  and  to  the  same 
points  to  and  from  local  points  intermediate  the  points  last 
enumerated,  over  the  same  lines  ; 

And  that  certain  of  said  railroad  companies,  lines  and  sys- 
tems had  also  severally  made  application  for  the  like  author- 
ity so  far  as  said  points  are  reached  by  them  respectively  ; 

And  that  said  common -carriers  had  presented  as  a  reason 
for  granting  their  said  applications  the  existence  of  water 
and  other  competition,  claiming  that  the  same  cannot  be  met 
except  by  maintainiiig  the  rates  heretofore  established  to  and 
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from  said  points,  which  are  alleged  to  be  too  low  to  enable 
said  common-carriers  to  carry  on  business  if  applied  to  said 
local  intermediate  points  ;  and  further  claiming  that  great 
disturbance  of  business  will  occur  if  present  traffic  arrange- 
ments and  rates  are  immediately  changed. 

And  that  it  appearing  to  the  Commission,  after  investiga- 
tion of  said  petitions  and  the  facts  presented  in  sujiport 
thereof,  to  be  a  propter  case  for  a  temporary  order  authori- 
zing existing  rates  to  be  maintained  for  the  time  being,  until 
the  Commission  could  make  a  complete  examination  of  the 
matters  alleged  in  said  petition  as  reasons  for  relieving  said 
common  carriers  from  the  operation  of  said  section  of  said 
act; 

it  was  thereupon  "  ordered  that  the  said  application  bo 
and  the  same  hereby  is  granted  temporarily,  subject  to  mod- 
ification or  revocation  by  the  Commission  at  any  tinie  upon 
hearing  or  otherwise  ;  and  the  said  common  carriers  are 
hereby  temporarily  relieved  from  the  operation  of  the  fourth 
section  of  said  act  to  the  extent  specified  in  the  recitals  of 
this  order,  and  for  a  period  not  greater  tlian  ninety  days 
from  this  date  ;  subject,  however,  to  the  restriction  that  none 
of  said  common  carriers,  whih>  this  order  rem :» ins  in  force, 
shall  in  any  case  charge  or  receive  comi)ensation  for 
the  transportation  of  property  between  stations  on  their 
respective  lines  where  more  is  cliarged  for  a  sliorter 
than  for  a  longer  haul,  whicli  shall  be  greater  than  the 
rates  in  force  and  charged  and  received  by  said  carriers  re- 
spectively on  the  31st  day  of  March,  1887,  schedules  of  which 
have  been  filed  with  the  Commission. 

"  It  is  made  a  further  condition  of  this  order  that  a  print- 
ed copy  hereof  shall  be  forthwith  publicly  posted  and  kept 
with  the  schedule  of  rates,  fares  and  charges  at  every  sta- 
tion upon  the  lines  of  said  common  carriers  where  such  sche- 
dule is  by  law  required  to  be  posted  and  kept,  for  the  use  of 
the  public. 

''  And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  Commission  convene 
at  Atlanta,  Georgia,  on  the  26th  day  of  April,  1887,  at  3 
o'clock,  P.  M.,  and  thereafter  at  Mobile,  Alabama,  on  April 
29th,  at  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  on  May  2d,  and  at  Mem- 
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phis,  Tennessee,  on  May  4tli,  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bubject  matter  of  said  petitions  ;  at  which  places  and  times 
said  common  carriers  or  any  of  them  may  appear  and  pre- 
sent applications  for  said  relief,  with  evidence  in  support 
thereof ;  which  applications  in  each  case  must  show  the  pre- 
cise relief  desired,  the  facts  upon  which  the  same  is  claimed, 
and  the  extent  to  which  relief  from  the  operation  of  said  sec- 
tion of  said  act  is  asked  for.  And  at  the  same  places  and 
times  any  personsinterested  in  opposing  any  such  application 
may  also  appear  and  be  heard.  And  at  any  time  prior  to 
May  6,  1887,  the  Commission  will  receive  printed  or  written 
communications  in  support  of  or  in  opposition  to  the  relief 
asked  by  said  petitions.  This  announcement  respecting  times 
and  places  of  hearing,  and  method  of  procedure,  is  subject 
to  change  or  enlargement  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commis- 
sion." 

As  was  contemplated  by  this  order,  the  Commission  con- 
Tened  at  the  City  of  Atlanta,  April  27,  1887,  and  was  met  by 
a  large  number  of  parties  who  had  come  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  evidence  or  of  presenting  their  views  on  the  questions 
involved.  On  opening  the  session  the  chairman  stated  b^ 
general  terms  the  occasion  for  holding  it ;  that  the  Commis- 
sion had  received  quite  a  number  of  petitions  from  railroad 
companies  whose  field  of  operations  was  in  that  section  of 
the  country,  asking  that  there  be  made  in  their  behalf  excep- 
tional orders  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce.  The  Commission  believed  that  these  orders  could 
only  properly  be  made  upon  evidence,  and  after  such  inves- 
tigation as  made  it  plain  that  the  cases  were  exceptional,  and 
that  the  orders  were  demanded  by  a  proper  regard  for  the  in- 
terest of  the  petitioners,  and  were  not  inconsistent  with  the 
public  interest.  At  the  outset  it  should  be  understood  that 
the  wisdom,  the  justice  or  the  propriety  of  the  legislation 
under  which  the  Commission  was  convened,  or  of  any  pro- 
vision thereof  was  not  in  question,  and  not  open  to  evidence 
or  discussion.  All  that  had  been  settled  in  the  enactment  f)f 
the  law,  and  the  Commission  as  well  as  the  petitioners  and 
all  other  persons  must  accept  the  legislative  conclusion  as 
final.    Evidence,  therefore,  which  only  tended  to  show  that 


50  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE   COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

tlie  law  operated  severely  upon  a  petitioner  or  upon  any  in- 
terest, town  or  section  would  be  impertinent,  unless  it  went 
to  the  extent  of  showing  that  the  ill  effects  complained  of 
were  not  general,  but  were  so  far  special,  peculiar  and  excep- 
tional as  to  call  for  an  order  of  special  relief  in  favor  of  some 
particular  carrier.  With  this  statement  of  the  proper  scope 
of  the  investigation  the  Commission  would  proceed  to  the 
taking  of  such  evidence  as  might  be  offered  in  support  of  the 
petitions,  and  would  also  give  opportunity  to  parties  who 
might  think  that  their  interests  or  the  interests  of  the  public 
required  a  denial  of  the  prayer  of  the  petitioners,  to  present 
evidence  in  support  of  their  views.  The  evidence  in  gene- 
ral would  be  taken  under  oath,  as  upon  judicial  investigation, 
but  documentary  evidence  of  facts  which  could  best  be  pre- 
sented in  that  form  would  be  taken,  and  also  such  memorials 
as  might  be  offered  from  municipal  and  other  public  bodies. 
The  petitions  would  not  be  taken  up  severally,  but  the  evi- 
dence in  support  of  them  all  would  tirst  be  received,  and  af- 
terwards the  evidence  of  those  who  opposed  them.  This 
course  of  proceeding  was  adopted  because  it  was  believed 
that  much  of  the  evidence  that  would  tend  to  support  or  to 
defeat  any  one  petition  would  have  a  similar  bearing  upon 
the  others,  and  that  what  was  peculiar  to  any  one  petitioner 
might  be  taken  on  the  general  bearing  -without  embarrass- 
ment or  confusion. 

After  this  preliminary  statement  the  taking  of  evidence 
was  proceeded  with,  the  petitioners  by  counsel  or  by  their 
officers  questioning  their  witnesses,  and  those  appearing  to 
oppose  the  petitioners,  cross-examining  as  they  saw  occasion. 
Several  municipal  bodies  and  commercial  and  industrial  or- 
ganizations also  produced  evidence  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tions, and  a  number  of  witnesses  appeared  and  gave  testimo- 
ny as  representing  merely  themselves  or  some  special  busi- 
ness organization  or  interest.  After  the  evidence  in  support 
of  the  petitions  was  all  in,  counter  evidence  was  taken  in  the 
same  way.  The  Commissioners  in  all  cases  as  they  saw  oc- 
casion questioned  the  witnesses  freely,  not  only  upon  what 
they  had  testified  to,  but  also  on  such  other  matters  as  they 
seemed  pertinent  to  the  discussion.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
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evidence  oral  arguments  in  support  of  the  petitions  were 
made  by  Hon.  W.  S.  Chisliolm,  Mr.  J.  F.  Hanson  and  Mr.  E. 
P.  Alexander,  and  in  opposition  by  Mr.  D.  P.  Hill,  and  print- 
ed arguments  were  filed  by  others. 

At  Mobile  the  Commission  convened  April  29,  1887,  and 
after  preliminary  statement  as  before,  proceeded  in  like  man- 
ner to  take  evidence.     Here  also  a  large  amount  of  evidence 
was  taken.     At  New  Orleans,  May  2,  like  proceedings  were 
had.    Among  the  witnesses  there  presenting  himself  to  sup- 
port the  petitions,  but  without  being  summoned  by  the  peti- 
tioners, was  Mr.  H.  C.  Waite,  who  commenced  reading  a  pa- 
per, and  after  proceeding  for  a  time,  was  interrupted  with  tho 
inquiry  by  the  chairman,  whether  his  statement  was  not  in- 
tended as  an  argument  against  the  law.     He  replied  that  it 
was.    The  following  proceeding  then  took  place  : 

Th  Cliaii^ian:  We  are  not  here  to  question  the  legislation. 
The  propriety  and  justice  of  the  law  have  been  settled.  If 
you  have  any  facts  to  show,  that  constitute  special  and  excep- 
tional reasons  why  an  order  should  be  made  exempting  any 
of  these  petitioners,  or  any  part  of  any  of  their  lines  from  a 
strict  application  of  thelaw — which  in  itself  wo  receive  as  just 
and  proper — you  may  present  those  facts,  and  we  shall  be 
glad  to  receive  them  ;  but  the  argument  you  present  is  entire- 
ly out  of  place  when  offered  to  us.  It  might  be  in  place  be- 
fore Congress,  but  certainly  not'  here.  As  we  have  followed 
your  argument,  you  advance  nothing  that  tends  to  show  th«,t 
any  one  of  the  petitioners  before  us  occupies  any  exceptional 
position  whatever ;  but  simply  that  the  law,  as  it  stands,  ia 
wrong,  impolitic,  unwise.  With  that  we  have  nothing  to  do. 
We  hare  no  power  to  question  the  propriety  or  tho  justice  of 
the  law  ;  none  whatever. 

Tlit  ]Mfness :  I  do  not  appear  for  these  petitioners,  but  on 
mv  own  behalf. 

Tfie  Chairman  :  Very  well ;  upon  ^iny  petition  before  us 
that  presents  for  our  consideration  any  matter  within  ohr 
jurisdiction,  we  should  be  glad  to  take  your  evidence ;  but 
in  your  paper  so  far  you  show  nothing  of  the  kind.  You 
simply  show,  or  endeavor  to  show,  that  the  law  is  an  unwise 
law.    We  cannot  listen  to  that 
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'  The  Witness :  Permit  me  to  say  that  my  idea  was  to  show 
that  the  enforcement  of  the  law  was  unwise,  and  that  it 
should  be  suspended  under  the  discretionary  power  which  I 
understand  the  Commission  holds. 

The  Chairman :  We  have  no  such  discretionary  power 
whatever ;  to  suspend  this  law  or  any  other  law.  This  law 
provides  that  in  exceptional  cases  we  may  make  an  order, 
but  the  question  is  whether  an  exceptional  case  is  shoi^Ti. 
The  petitioners  before  us  think  that  by  their  petitions  they 
have  shown  such  a  case,  and  we  are  ready  to  hear  your  evi- 
dence, or  the  evidence  of  any  other  person  tending  to  show 
tho  exception ;  but  you  produce  nothing  so  far,  in  argument 
or  otherwise,  that  tends  to  show  an  exception.  On  the  other 
hand  all  that  you  show  tends  to  support  the  proposition  that 
the  law  is  in  itself  unwise.  We  have  no  business  to  assume  that, 
and  we  do  not  expect  to  assume  it  under  any  circumstances. 

The  Witness :  I  do  not  wish  to  criticise  anything  in  con- 
nection with  this  law  except  so  far  as  its  enforcement  is  con- 
cerned. I  had  supposed  that  these  discretionary  powers 
resting  in  the  Commission — 

The  CJiairman  :  No,  sir,  we  expect  to  enforce  this  law.  It 
is  a  part  of  the  law  itself,  however,  that  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances we  may  make  exceptions;  but  in  order  to  entitle 
us  to  make  the  exceptions,  there  must  be  some  showing,  first 
by  petition  and  then  by  evidenxje,  that  the  exceptional  case 
docs  exist.  Your  argument  so  far  does  not  tend  to  show 
that,  at  all;  but  on  the  other  hand  it  tends  to  show  that  uni- 
versally the  law  is  unjust.     That  is  all  out  of  place  here. 

Tfie  Witness  :  Is  the  objection  taken  to  the  form  in  which 
I  appear  ? 

T/ie  Chairman  :  Tlie  objection  is  to  the  whole  substance  of 
your  argument,  as  being  something  outside  of  our  jurisdic- 
tion; something  that  should  be  addressed  to  the  legislative 
authority,  not  to  the  administrative  or  judicial.  At  the  ope^- 
l  ing  of  the  session,  in  order  that  there  might  be  no  misappre- 
hension on  this  point,  it  was  distinctly  stated  that  the  author- 
ity of  the  Commission  was  very  limited,  and  did  not  extend 
to  a  general  suspension  of  the  law  at  all,  but  only  to  the  con- 
sideration of  special  and  exceptional  cases. 
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At  Memphis  further  proceedings  of  a  like  nature  were  had 
on  May  4,  1887,  and  all  the  evidence  offered  was  taken;  after 
which  the  Commission  returned  to  Washington.     While  ses- 
sions were  thus  being  held  the  Commission  had  occasion  to 
consider  the  question  whether  towns  ot  commercial  or  other 
organizations  might  not  petition  for  suspensions  under  the 
fourth  section  of  the  Act,  where  the  railroad  companies  had 
not  applied  on  their  own  behalf,  and  decided  that  it  had  no 
power  to  receive  such  petitions.     If  the  railroad  companies 
could  and  did  comply  with  the  law  literally,  the  Commission 
was  not  at  liberty  to  consider  whether  they  might  with  pro- 
priety and  justice  do  otherwise. 

After  its  return  to  Washington  the  Commission  took  fur- 
ther testimony  from  time  to  time  as  it  was  offered. 

E,  Baxter,  general  counsel  for  the  LoidsviUe  &  Nashville 
Eailroad  Company,  filed  an  elaborate  printed  argument  in 
support  of  its  petition,  as  did  also  Mr,  E.  B.  Stafdraany  one 
of  its  officers. 

June  15, 1887,  the  following  opinion  was  filed  and  ordered 
entered  thereon. 

CooLEY,  Chairraan  : 

The  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  was  one 
of  the  first  to  apply  for  relief  under  the  fourth  section  of  the 
Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  which,  after  declaring  the  general 
rule  that  more  shall  not  be  charged  or  received  in  the  aggre- 
gate by  a  common  carrier  subject  to  the  law,  for  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers  or  of  the  like  kind  of  property,  under 
substantially   similar    circumstances   and   conditions    for   a 
shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the 
same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer,  pro- 
ceeds then  to  authorize  exceptions,  and  confers  upon  the  Com- 
mission certain  powers  in  respect  thereto. 

From  the  first  there  have  been  two  opinions  regarding  the 
proper  construction  of  this  provision  for  exceptions  ;  one  view 
being  that  no  exception  can  be  lawful  unless  made  with  the 
sanction  of  the  Commission ;  and  the  other,  apparently  bettor 
supported  on  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  an  order  of  re- 
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lief  is  not  required  when  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
are  substantially  dissimilar,  since  the  carrier,  in  acting  upon 
them  would  commit  no  breach  of  law,  though  it  would  be 
responsible  in  case  it  were  found  that  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  were  misconceived  or  misjudged.  Under  this  last 
view  the  order  for  relief  would  be  needful  only  when  the  case 
was  not  one  of  plainly  dissimilar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions, but  in  .which,  nevertheless,  there  might  be  reasons  and 
equities  that  would  sanction  such  greater  charge. 

The  Commission  is  informed  that  the  inter-state  roads 
north  of  the  Potomac  and  the  Ohio,  and  east  of  the  Missouri, 
with  substantial  unanimity,  have  conformed  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  fourth  section  by  putting  in  force  tariffs  rear- 
ranged accordingly.  Some  friction  was  manifested  for  a  time, 
arising  largely  from  the  discontinuance  of  special  rates, 
favors,  and  privileges,  and  from  the  adoption  of  new  classifi- 
cations ;  but  where  the  fourth  section  has  been  thus  made 
operative  very  few  instances  have  come  to  our  attention  of 
injury  thereby  occasioned. 

The  roads  which  anticipated  special  injury  to  commerce 
from  the  strict  enforcement  of  the  law  were  principally  those 
situated  in  the  Southern  States  and  the  transcontinental 
lines.  After  a  little  time  some  of  the  north  and  south  roads 
iii  the  territory  first  mentioned  found  themselves  excluded  to 
a  certain  extent  from  business  which  they  had  previously 
handled,  but  these  instances  were  not  numerous,  so  far  as  the 
Commission  *i8  at  present  ad\'ised. 

In  the  cases  where  loss  of  revenue  to  the  roads  and  injury 
to  the  business  of  the  country  was  most  seriously  anticipated, 
the  railroad  comi)anie»,  although  some  of  them  took  the 
ground  that  the  statute  contemplated  they  would  determine 
for  themselves  the  exceptional  cases  in  which  they  might 
niake  a  lower  charge  for  a  longer  haul,  nevertheless  were  un- 
filing to  incur  the  peril  of  so  arranging  their  tariffs  that 
they  would  in  any  instance  conflict  with  the  general  rule 
which  the  act  prescribed,  apparently  deeming  it  more  pru- 
dent to  suffer  temporary  loss  of  traffic  until  the  act  could  re- 
ceive authorative  construction  than  to  subject  theniFolves  to 
heavy  penalties  in  case  it  should  finally  be  held  that  the  gen- 
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eral  rule  must  be  applied  in  every  case  until  the  authority  of 
the  Commission  for  making  exceptions  has  been  given.  The 
Louisville  and  Nashville  Company  was  one  of  those  which 
took  this  position,  and  upon  its  application  a  temporary 
order  of  relief  was  made.  Following  the  making  of  that  and 
of  other  like  orders,  the  Commission  proceeded  to  take  a 
great  amount  of  testimony  bearing  upon  the  question  whether 
the  several  carriers  relieved  were  warranted  in  making 
rates  on  their  lines  which  were  not  in  conformity  to  the  stat- 
utory rule,  and  in  doing  so  it  invited  light  from  all  sources, 
and  was  glad  to  have  the  assistance,  not  only  of  the  railroad 
companies,  but  of  competing  steamboat  owners,  of  boards  of 
trade,  and  of  citizens  generally,  whatever  might  be  their  line 
of  business.  The  fullest  opportunity  has  been  afforded  to 
any  citizen  of  the  United  States  who  desired  to  be  heard  up- 
on the  matter,  to  present  facts  personally  or  by  affidavit,  *nd 
arguments  viva  voce,  in  writing,  or  in  print.  The  invitation 
has  been  quite  largely  accepted  ;  the  subject  has  been  laid 
fully  before  us,  and  we  have  endeavored  to  give  to  it  the  con- 
sideration its  importance  demands. 

In  making  the  orders  of  temporary  relief  no  opinion  was 
expressed  upon  the  question  whether  they  were  necessary 
for  the  protection  of  the  carriers  in  case  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  were  found  to  be  in  fact  dissimilar.  The  rail- 
road companies  did  not  raise  that  question,  but,  as  has  been 
said,  elected  as  a  matter  of  prudence  to  apply  for  the  pre- 
liminary order.  No  objecticm  could  well  be  taken  to  this 
course  provided  it  should  prove  to  be  practicable  for  the 
Commission  to  take  up  and  in  a  reasonable  time  dispose  of 
the  several  applications  made  to  it ;  but  it  was  almost  imme- 
diately perceived  that  the  number  was  to  be  so  great  that 
this  would  be  quite  out  of  the  question.  Each  order  for  re- 
lief would  necessarily  be  preceded  by  investigation  into  the 
facts,  on  evidence  which  in  most  cases  would  be  best  obtained 
along  the  line  of  the  road  itself.  A  single  case  might  there- 
fore require  for  its  proper  determination  the  taking  of  evi- 
dence all  the  way  from  the  Pacific  to  the  Atlantic,  and  this 
not  merely  the  evidence  of  witnesses  for  the  petitioning  car- 
rier, but  of  such  other  parties  as  might  conceive  that  their 
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interests  or  the  interests  of  the  public  would  be  subserved 
either  by  granting  the  relief  applied  for  or  by  denying  it. 

If  the  Commission  were  to  give  to  the  petitions  the  time 
needed  for  their  proper  determination,  it  would  be  compelled 
to  forego  the  performance  of  judicial  and  other  functions 
which  by  the  statute  were  apparently  assumed  to  be  of  high 
importance,  and  even  then  its  authority  to  grant  relief  would 
be  performed  under  such  circumstances  of  embarrassment 
and  delay  that  it  must  in  large  measure  fail  to  accomplish  the 
beneficial  purposes  which  we  must  suppose  the  statute  had 
in  view. 

Assuming — as  we  must  when  the  law  provides  for  it — that 
it  is  important  to  the  public  interest  that  a  privilege  to 
charge  more  for  the  shorter  haul  than  for  the  longer  over 
the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  should  be  admitted  in 
some  cases,  as  had  been  the  custom,  the  interruption  of  the 
privilege  when  the  case  was  proper  for  it  would  presump- 
tively cause  mischief,  and  should  not  therefore  be  compul- 
sory while  the  slow  processes  of  an  investigation  were  going 
on,  especially  as  the  particular  investigation  might  itself  be 
compelled  to  await  the  determination  of  many  others.  More- 
over, an  adjudication  upon  a  petition  for  relief  would  in  many 
cases  be  far  from  concluding  the  labors  of  the  Commission 
in  respect  to  the  equities  involved,  for  questions  of  rates  as- 
sume new  forms,  and  may  require  to  be  met  diflferently  from 
day  to  day ;  and  in  those  sections  of  the  country  in  which 
the  reasons  or  supposed  reasons  for  exceptional  rates  are 
most  prevalent,  the  Commission  would,  in  effect,  be  required 
to  act  as  rate  makers  for  all  the  roads,  and  compelled  to  ad- 
just the  tariffs  so  as  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  business, while 
at  the  same  tiine  endeavoring  to  protect  relative  rights  and 
equities  of  rival  carriers  and  rival  localities.  Tliis  in  any 
considerable  State  would  be  an  enormous  task.  In  a  coun- 
try so  large  as  ours,  and  with  so  vast  a  mileage  of  roads,  it 
would  be  superhuman.  A  construction  of  the  statute  which 
should  require  its  performance  would  render  the  due  admin- 
istration of  the  law  altogether  impracticable,  and  that  fact 
tends  strongly  to  show  that  such  a  construction  could  not 
have  been  intended. 
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"We  have  listened,  with  an  earnest  desire  to  reach  a  just 
conclusion,  to  all  the  arguments  presented  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute,  by  those  appearing  either  to  advocate  or  to 
oppose  the  applications,  and  after  mature  consideration  wo 
are  satisfied  that  the  statute  does  not  require  that  the  Com- 
mission shall  prescribe  in  every  instance  the  exceptional  case, 
and  grant  its  order  for  relief  before  the  carrier  is  at  liberty 
in  its  tariffs  to  depart  from  the  general  rule.  The  terms  of 
the  statute  clearly  lead  to  the  opposite  conclusion.  It  de- 
clares : 

"It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  com- 
pensation in  the  aggi*egato  for  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers or  of  the  like  kind  of  property  under  substantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions  for  a  shorter  than  for  a 
longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the 
shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  distance.'* 

Here  we  have  clearly  stated  what  is  unlawful  and  forbid- 
den ;  and  for  doing  the  unlawful  and  forbidden  act  penalties 
are  then  provided.  But  that  which  the  Act  does  not  declare 
unlawful  must  remain  lawful  if  it  was  so  before,  and  that 
which  it  fails  to  forbid  the  carrier  is  left  at  liberty  to  do 
without  permission  of  any  one.  The  charging  or  receiving 
the  greater  compensation  for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer 
haul  is  seen  to  be  forbidden  only  when  both  are  under  sub- 
stantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions  ;  and,  there- 
fore, if  in  any  case  the  carrier,  without  first  obtaining  an 
order  of  relief,  shall  depaii  from  the  general  rule,  its  doing 
8o  will  not  alone  convict  it  of  illegality,  since  if  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  of  the  two  hauls  are  dissimilar  the 
statute  is  not  violated.  Should  an  interested  party  dispute 
that  the  action  of  the  carrier  was  warranted,  an  issue  would 
be  presented  for  adjudication,  and  the  risks  of  that  adjudica- 
tion the  carrier  would  necessarily  assume.  The  later  clause 
in  the  same  section,  which  empowers  the  Commission  to 
make  orders  for  reUef  in  its  discretion,  does  not  in  doing  so 
restrict  it  to  a  linding  of  circumstances  and  conditions  strictly 
ilissimilar,  but  seems  intended  to  give  a  discretionary  author- 
ity for  cases  that  could  not  well  be  indicated  in  advance  by 
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general  designation,  while  the  cases  which  upon  their  facts 
should  be  acted  upon  as  clearly  exceptional  would  be  left  for 
adjudication  when  the  action  of  the  carrier  was  challenged. 
The  statute  becomes  on  this  construction  practical,  and  this 
section  may  be  enforced  without  serious  embarrassment. 

From  the  recital  of  the  history  of  the  framing  of  this  sec- 
tion (which  is  given  further  on)  it  appears  among  other 
things  that  the  proviso  respecting  orders  for  relief  was  de- 
based by  the  Senate  Committee  which  originally  dratted  the 
section,  and  that  it  was  an  essential  part  of  it  as  first  pro- 
posed ;  the  prohibitory  part  of  the  section  being  then  quite 
stringent,  but  a  discretion  being  conferred  upon  the  Com- 
mission to  relieve  against  its  operation.  Afterwards  the 
words  "  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions "  were  inserted  in  the  first  sentence  of  the  section. 
The  proviso  was  perfectly  intelligible  so  long  as  the  leading 
clamse  contained  a  hard  and  fast  rule  against  charging  more 
for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  haul.  It  was  then  obvi- 
ous that  a  discretion  was  left  to  the  Commission  in  the  mat- 
ter of  relaxing  the  rule  when  different  circumstances  and 
conditions  rendered  such  relaxation  in  its  judgment  proper. 
Had  the  section  passed  as  it  then  stood,  the  exercise  of  such 
a  discretion  might  have  been  entered  upon  by  the  Commis- 
sion with  a  distinct  understanding  of  the  task  imposed,  even 
though  its  adequate  performance  might  have  been  out  of  the 
question  ;  but  modified  as  it  now  stands,  the  necessity  for  a 
relieving  order  is  greatly  narrowed,  it  being  obvious  that  no 
order  is  needed  to  relieve  against  the  operation  of  the 
statute  when  nothing  is  done  or  proposed  which  it  makes 
unlawful. 

If  any  serious  doubt  of  the  proper  construction  of  the 
clause  of  the  statute  now  under  review  should,  after  careful 
consideration  of  its  terms,  still  remain,  it  would  seem  that  it 
must  be  removed  when  section  2,  in  which  the  same  control- 
ling words  are  made  use  of,  is  examined  in  connection.  Tliat 
section  provides  : 

"  That  if  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  any  special  rate,  re- 
bate, drawback,  or  other  device,  charge,  demand,  collect,  or 
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receive  from  any  person  or  persons  a  greater  or  less  compen- 
sation for  any  service  rendered,  or  to  be  rendered,  in  the 
transportation  of  passengers  or  property  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act,  than  it  charges,  demands,  collects,  or  re- 
ceives from  any  other  person  or  persons  for  doing  for  him  or 
them  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  a  like  kind  of  traffic  under  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  such  common  carrier  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination,  which  is  hereby  pro- 
hibited and  declared  to  be  unlawful." 

Here  it  will  be  observed  that  the  phrase  is  precisely  the 
same  ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  words  were  care- 
fully chosen,  probably  because  they  were  believed  to  express 
more  accurately  and  precisely  than  would  any  others  the  ex- 
net  thought  which  was  in  the  legislative  mind.  And  in  this 
section,  as  well  as  in  section  4,  the  phrase  is  employed  to 
mark  the  limit  of  tlie  carrier's  privilege  ;  its  privilege,  too,  in 
respect  to  the  very  subject-matter  with  which  section  4, 
where  it  is  employed,  has  to  do,  namely,  the  charges  for 
transportation  service.  It  is  not  at  all  likely  that  Congress 
would  deliberately,  in  the  same  act  and  when  dealing  witli 
the  same  general  subject,  make  use  of  a  phrase  which  was 
not  only  carefully  chosen  and  peculiar,  but  also  controlling, 
in  such  different  senses  that  its  effect  as  used  in  one  place 
up<m  the  conduct  of  the  parties  who  were  to  be  regulated 
and  controlled  by  it,  would  be  essentially  different  from  what 
it  was  as  used  in  another.  But  beyond  question  the  carrier 
must  judge  for  itself  wliat  are  the  "  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions**  which  preclude  the  special  rate, 
rebate,  or  drawback,  which  is  made  unlawful  by  the  second 
section,  since  no  tribunal  is  empowered  to  judge  for  it  until 
aft^r  the  cari'ier  has  acted,  and  then  only  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  whether  its  action  constitutes  a  violation  of  law. 
Tlie  carrier  judges  on  peril  of  the  consequences ;  but  the  special 
rate,  rebate  or  drawback  which  it  grants  is  not  illegal  when 
it  turns  out  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  were  not 
such  as  to  forbid  it ;  and  as  Congress  clearly  intended  this, 
it  must  also,  when  using  the  same  words  in  the  fourth  section. 
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have  intended  that  the  carrier  whose  privilege  was  in  the 
same  way  limited  by  them,  should  in  the  same  way  act 
upon  its  judgment  of  the  limiting  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions. 

Most  of  the  applications  made  to  the  Commission  for  re- 
lief may  be  said  to  be  based  upon  a  showing  of  dissimilar 
circumstances  and  conditions  claimed  to  justify  the  larger 
charge  for  the  shorter  haul.  The  Commission  w^as  asked  to 
find  that  such  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  ex- 
isted; and  the  question  was  presented  in  a  great  variety  of 
forms.  XTpon  this  question  it  was  believed  that  investigation 
into  the  conditions  of  railroad  service  in  the  States  south  of 
the  Ohio  and  east  of  the  Mississippi  would  be  particularly 
useful.  In  the  system  of  rate-making  practiced  in  that  sec- 
tion, the  making  of  a  greater  charge  on  interstate  business  to 
and  from  intermediate  stations  than  to  and  from  competitive 
points  requiring  a  longer  haul  had  been,  it  appears,  substan- 
tially universal,  and  business  men  in  the  larger  towns  united 
with  the  carriers  in  asserting  that  the  cessation  of  the  prac- 
tice would  force  a  stoppage  of  trade  to  an  extent  that  would 
be  destructive  of  many  considerable  interests.  That  section, 
therefore,  seemed  to  afford  a  proper  field  for  an  inquiry  into 
the  reasons  supposed  to  justify  the  practice.  When  the  in- 
vestigation was  concluded  tlie  reasons  which  had  been  ad- 
vanced appeared  to  be  substantially  the  following : 
-  That  the  support  and  maintenance  of  a  railroad  ouglit 
properly  to  be  borne  by  the  local  tr«afBc,  for  wliich  it  is 
supposed  to  be  built,  and  the  through  traffic  may  justly  bo 
carried  for  any  sum  not  below  the  actual  cost  of  its  own 
transportation. 

That  the  cost  of  local  traffic  is  greatest,  and  the  charges 
for  carrying  it  should  be  in  proportion,  and  if  they  are  so 
they  will  often  result  in  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter 
haul. 

That  traffic  carried  long  distances  will  much  of  it  become 

impossible  if  charged  rates  corresponding  to  those  which  may 

properly  be  imposed  on  local  traffic ;  and  it  must  therefore 

be  taken  in  recognition  of  the  principle,  accepted  the  world 

•over,  that  traffic  must  be  charged  only  what  it  will  bear. 
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That  the  long  hauls  at  low  rates  tend  to  build  up  manuiac- 
tnres  and  other  industries  without  injury  to  the  traffic  upon 
which  the  rates  are  heaviest. 

That  charges  on  long  hauls,  which  are  less  than  the  charges 
on  shorter  hauls  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction, 
are  commonly  charges  which  the  caiTiers  do  not  voluntarily 
fix,  but  which  are  forced  upon  them  by  a  competition  from 
whose  compulsion  there  is  practically  no  escape. 

On  some  one  or  more  of  these  reasons  each  of  the  applica- 
tions was  planted. 

On  the  construction  which  we  give  to  the  statute  these  several 
applications  need  not  liave  been  filed,  and  therefore  they  might 
now  be  withdrawn  without  further  judgment.  But  though  the 
carrier  might  have  acted  on  the  judgment  of  its  managers,  it 
would  have  been  at  the  peril  of  the  consequences;  and  as  it 
elected  not  to  assume  the  responsibility,  but  to  apply  to  the 
Commission  for  a  relieving  order,  it  may  be  proper  to  con- 
sider the  application  on  its  merits,  especially  as  the  question, 
what  is  a  case  of  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  witlj- 
in  the  meaning  of  the  law,  must  in  general  be  a  mixed  ques- 
tion of  law  and  fact,  upon  which  differences  of  opinion  would 
be  expected  to  arise.  It  is  manifestly  important  to  the  pub- 
lic interest,  as  well  as  to  that  of  the  railroads  themselves, 
that  mistakes  shall  as  far  as  possible  be  avoided.  It  is  also 
important  that  the  general  rule  laid  down  by  the  statute  be 
strictly  complied  with  whenever  compliance  appears  to  bo 
fairly  practicable,  and  that  carriers  direct  their  attention 
more  to  the  feasibility  of  coming  into  conformity  with  it, 
than  to  the  possibility  of  finding  reasons  upon  which  to 
ground  exceptions.  They  are  therefore  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  such  conclusions  as  we  have  already  reached  upon  the 
general  merits  of  their  applications,  that  they  may  be  guided 
thereby  in  the  preparation  of  their  tariffs  respectively.  In 
giving  these  conclusions  we  limit  ourselves  strictly  to  the 
cases  presented,  and  leave  out  of  view  such  other  grounds  of 
relief,  if  any,  as  are  not  yet  formally  brought  forward. 

L  The  fact  that  the  shorter  haul  is  of  local  traffic  and  the 
longer  is  not  we  cannot  accept  as  making  out  a  case  of  dis- 
similar circTimstances  and  conditions  within  the  meaning  of 
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the  Ktatuto.  The  claim  to  that  effect  which  was  advanced  in 
support  of  one  of  the  applications  rests  upon  a  theory  that 
raih-oads  are  constructed  for  the  special  accommodation  of 
the  traffic  along  their  lines  respectively,  and  that  consequently 
that  traffic  may  be  relied  upon  for  their  support,  and  may 
fairly  be  charged  with  all  the  items  of  cost  and  maintenance. 
Traffic  originating  at  a  distance  and  taken  over  the  line  may 
on  this  theory  be  justly  transported  at  any  rates  the  carrier 
may  consent  to  accept,  not  below  the  actual  cost  of  move- 
ment, and  tlie  local  shi2:)pers  are  not  in  position  to  complain 
that  such  rates,  as  compared  with  what  they  must  pay,  seem 
to  discriminate  unjustly.  But  this  theory  has  very  little 
foundation  in  fact.  It  is  not  true,  as  a  general  rule,  that  rail- 
roads are  constructed  in  exclusive  reliance  upon  local  traffic: 
on  the  contrary,  tlirough  traffic  is  also  contemplated,  and  is 
sometimes  expected  to  yield  returns  even  greater  than  that 
which  the  local  traffic  is  likely  to  give.  And  whenever  a  road 
is  constructed  with  special  regard  to  local  traffic,  it  is  very 
likely  to  be  the  case  that  the  local  communities  take  upon 
themselves  especial  burdens  in  aid  of  the  construction.  When 
they  do  so  they  may  justly  claim  that  their  traffic  should  be 
favored  if  discrimination  of  any  sort  is  to  be  admitted.  There 
are  cases  also  in  which  roads  have  been  constructed  with 
special  regard  to  long-haul  traffic,  some  of  them  with  the  aid 
of  Government  grants;  and  in  such  cases  the  theory  lacks  all 
plausibility.  Indeed  it  may  be  said  to  become  plausible  in 
any  case  only  when,  after  a  road  has  been  constructed,  sojne 
new  and  unanticipated  business  is  offered  it  for  long  haul, 
but  at  rates  relatively  lower  than  the  local  traffic  is  charged. 
It  may  be  neither  unreasonable  nor  unjust  to  accept  the  low- 
er rates  for  the  long  haul  traffic  in  some  cases  on  grounds 
stated  further  on  ;  but  it  wdll  not  be  because  of  any  such  in- 
herent difference  between  long  and  short  haul  traffic  as  can 
make  the  latter  chargeable  with  heavier  burdens. 

II.  That  the  cost  to  the  carrier  of  handling  and  transport- 
ing local  traffic  is  greater  than  that  of  traffic  carried  long  dis- 
tances is  a  fact  which  may  with  greater  reason,  when  the  dif- 
ference is  considerable  and  clearly  shown,  be  claimed  to 
make  out  a  case  of  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions 
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under  the  statute.  Cost  of  the  service  is  always  an  import- 
ant element  in  the  fixing  of  rates  ;  and  the  evidence  taken  by 
the  Commission  tends  to  show — what  indeed  is  well  known 
and  understood — that  in  proportion  to  amount  and  to  the 
distance  it  is  transported,  the  cost  of  the  local  traffic  to  the 
carrier  is  considerably  the  greater.  This  fact  fairly  estab- 
lishes in  favor  of  the  carrier  an  (equity  entitling  it  to  make 
for  the  more  onerous  service  a  greater  proportionate  charge. 
But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  difference  may  be  so  great  as 
to  make  the  case  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  the  statute 
has  prescribed.  It  is  obvious  tliat  the  statute  intends  that  the 
greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  shall  only  be  made  in 
cases  which  on  their  facts  are  exceptional ;  and  when  the 
carrier  shows  the  general  fact  that  the  local  traffic  is  most  ex- 
pensive, he  thereby  proves,  not  the  exception,  but  the  rule. 
To  establish  the  exception,  it  would  be  necessary  to  go  fur- 
ther and  make  proof  that  in  tlic  case  of  the  particular  traffic 
the  difference  in  cost  would  be  exceptionally  great.  Such 
cr.ses  sometimes  arise.  They  occur  on  water  as  well  as  on 
land,  and  vessel  owners  on  the  rivers  make  the  greater  charge 
for  the  shorter  haul  in  the  same  <lirection  in  many  cases,  de- 
fending their  doing  so  with  good  reason  on  this  very  ground 
of  greater  cost,  in  making  landings,  etc.  The  carriers  by 
land  may  sometimes  justify  the  like  cliarges  with  equal  rea- 
son. 

Tliere  is  in  the  case,  however,  an  inherent  difficulty  of  no 
small  moment.  While  cost,  as  lias  been  said,  is  an  element 
to  be  taken  into  account  in  the  fixing  of  rates,  and  one  of  the 
very  highest  importance,  it  cannot,  for  reasons  well  under- 
stood, be  made  the  sole  basis,  but  it  must  in  any  case  be  used 
with  caution  and  reserve.  This  is  not  merelv  because  the 
word  "  cost"  is  made  use  of  in  different  senses  when  applied 
b  railroad  traffic  ;  it  being  often  used  to  cover  merely  the  ex- 
pense of  loading,  moving,  and  unloading  trains;  but  also  be- 
cause, in  whatever  sense  the  word. may  be  used,  it  is  quite 
impossible  to  apportion  with  accuracy  the  cost  of  service 
among  the  items  of  traffic.  First  of  all  when  it  is  undertaken 
there  must  be  an  apportionment  between  the  passenger  traf- 
fic and  the  freight  traffic ;  and  if  we  suppose  this  to  be  made 
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with  reasonable  accuracy,  there  must  then  be  a  like  apportion- 
ment between  the  different  kinds  and  classes  of  freight. 
Freight  comes  to  a  road  in  infinite  variety ;  some  heavy,  some 
light,  some  in  large  packages,  some  in  small ;  some  perisha- 
ble or  of  special  value,  and  requiring  peculiar  accommoda- 
tions and  care  ;  it  is  picked  up  in  varying  quantities  at  num- 
erous stations,  to  be  carried  differing  distances,  sometimes 
on  fast  trains  and  sometimes  on  slow  ;  the  service  is  per- 
formed by  men  whose  compensation  differs,  but  the  most  of 
whom  have  something  to  do  with  all  branches  of  the  traffic, 
so  that  all  assist  in  carrying  it  on  over  a  road  and  by  means 
of  buildings,  appliances,  and  equipment  which  have  beeiL 
provided  for  the  whole.  Any  attempt  to  apportion  the  cost 
tlierefore  would  at  the  best,  and  under  the  most  favorable 
circumstances  only  reach  an  approximation.  This  is  so  well 
understood  the  world  over  that  the  propositions  which  from 
time  to  time  have  been  made  in  other  coimtries  to  measure 
the  charges  of  the  carrier  by  the  cost  of  the  carriage  solely, 
have  always  been  abandoned  after  investigation. 

We  may  well  believe,  therefore,  that  th(i  statute,  in  its  pro- 
vision against  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul,  did  not 
intend  that  a  difference  in  cost  which  is  practically  universal, 
and  could  not  possibly  bo  arrived  at  with  accuracy,  should 
as  a  general  fact  be  a  governing  consideration,  to  the  extent 
that  would  support  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  in 
the  cases  in  which  such  greater  charge  was  in  general  pro- 
hibited. Where  there  are  no  circumstances  to  make  the 
short  haul  exceptionally  expensive  to  the  carrier,  or  the  long 
haul  relatively  inexpensive,  a  difference  in  rates  which  reason 
and  fairness  will  justify  may  still  be  made  within  the  limita- 
tion of  the  statute ;  but  to  make  out  the  exceptional  case,  in 
which  the  general  rule  of  the  statute  may  be  disregarded  on 
the  ground  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are  not 
substantially  similar,  the  difference  in  cost  should  itself  be 
exceptional,  and  be  capable  of  proof  amounting  to  practical 
demonstration. 

In  bupport  of  one  of  the  applications  presented  to  us  the 
carrier  was  able  to  make  a  showing  of  lower  cost  on  long- 
haul  freight  more  clear  and  distinct  than  is  commonly  poesi- 
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ble.  The  showing  was  that  the  through  business  on  its  450 
miles  of  road  was  transacted  bv  different  trains  from  the 
local ;  that  these  moved  much  more  rapidly  and  carried  vast- 
ly the  most  freight  to  the  train ;  that  the  number  of  men  re- 
quired was  much  less  in  proportion,  not  only  upon  the  trains, 
but  for  the  station  and  terminal  service,  and  consequently  all 
the  items  of  expense  were  much  smaller.  These  facts,  which 
wore  apparent  to  the  customers  of  the  road,  together  with  the 
l>eculiarly  effective  water  competition,  which  affected  princi- 
pally the  through  traflSc,  influenced  intelligent  men  doing 
business  at  local  stations  to  admit,  in  giving  evidence,  that  it 
might  be  just,  and  even  necessary  in  some  cases,  that  the 
charge  for  the  shorter  haul  should  be  the  greater.  The  dis- 
propoiiion,  it  was  insisted,  had  been  too  great ;  but  when  the 
question  is  one  of  degree,  regulation  rather  than  prohibition 
must  be  admitted  to  be  the  appropriate  remedy ;  and  the 
carrier  must  keep  in  mind  that  if  the  right  be  established  in 
any  case  to  make  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul,  it  is 
not  a  right  to  make  a  charge  not  just  or  reasonable  in  itself, 
or  one  which  will  work  unjust  preference  between  individuals, 
localities,  or  commodities.  It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  a  right 
grounded  in  justice,  and  must  be  so  exercised  that  the  result 
shall  be  equitable. 

III.  We  have  next  the  case  of  dissimilar  circumstances 
and  conditions  supposed  to  be  made  out  by  a  showing  that 
property  now  transported  long  distances  at  very  low  rates 
could  not  be  transported  at  all  unless  concession  in  rates 
were  made  to  it.  This  is  a  common  fact  in  railroad  transpor- 
tation ;  the  cases  are  to  be  met  with  in  the  traffic  of  all  the 
long  lines.  The  necessity  for  making  concessions  to  long- 
haul  traffic  in  the  case  of  articles  whose  value  in  proportion 
to  bulk  or  weight  is  small,  and  especially  in  that  of  the  ne- 
cessaries of  life,  which  are  handled  in  large  quantities,  and 
in  the  supply  of  which  the  most  distant  countries  compete, 
has  long  been  conceded  wherever  railroads  exist.  The  house- 
hold goods  of  immigrants  to  the  West  have  been  carried  for 
them  at  very  low  rates,  and  the  results  of  their  agricul- 
ture have  afterwards  been  taken  for  seaboard  and  European 
marketB  in  recognition  of  the  general  principle  that  the  traf^ 
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fie  must  not  be  charged  rates  beyond  what  it  can  bear.  This 
is  a  just  and  sound  principle  when  justly  applied;  and  thi* 
country  may  be  said  not  only  to  have  acquiesced  in  its  recog- 
nition, but  to  have  desired  and  urged  its  application  in  a 
great  variety  of  cases.  Any  suggestion  that  it  was  meant  by 
the  statute  to  abrogate  it  would  scarcely  be  plausible,  espec- 
ially since,  when  not  misapplied,  it  can  harm  no  one,  but  may 
be,  and  often  is,  of  great  and  manifest  advantage,  in  enabling 
distant  sections  of  the  country  to  come  into  closer  commer- 
cial relations,  and  to  exchange  to  their  mutual  benefit  their 
dissimilar  productions,  or  to  compete  with  each  other  in  those 
which  are  similar. 

But  the  cases  must  be  very  rare  in  which  the  larger  charge 
in  the  aggregate  for  the  shorter  haul  of  the  same  kind  of 
property  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction  could  be 
justified,  when  no  other  reason  supported  it  than  the  fact  that 
the  traffic  for  the  longer  haul  would  bear  no  more.  Mani- 
festly such  a  discrimination  when  not  imperative  on  other 
grounds  is  unjust ;  and  the  injustice  becomes  oppression 
w^lien  the  effect  is  to  increase  the  burden  upon  the  traffic 
which  has  the  shorter  haul.  There  is  a  plain  limit  to  the  ap- 
plication of  the  priyciple  that  property  is  to  be  carried  at 
rates  it  will  bear ;  and  the  limit  is  reached  when  the  rates 
charged  are  so  low  that  further  reduction  would  necessitate 
an  increase  of  the  charges  upon  other  traffic  in  order  to  make 
np  to  the  carrier  such  loss  as  the  reduction  causes.  If  some 
common  vegetable,  worth  but  five  cents  a  himdred  pounds 
more  at  a  market  a  thousand  miles  distant  than  it  is  where  it 
is  grown,  were  to  be  transported  that  distance  for  the  sum 
named,  the  producer  nearer  the  market,  if  subjected  to  a  high- 
er charge, would  have  a  right  to  complain  that  not  only  did 
the  discrimination  reduce  the  market  value  of  his  produce, 
but  that  the  acceptance  of  the  unreasonably  low  rates  from 
the  distant  producer  had  a  tendency  to  increase  the  charge 
for  the  shorter  haul,  so  as  to  make  it  not  only  relatively,  but, 
when  considered  by  itself,  unreasonably  high. 

It  is  a  matter  of  public  notoriety  that  a  belief  has  pre- 
vailed to  a  considerable  extent  that  long  haul  traffic  was  in 
many  cases  carried  at  a  loss ;   that  the  carriers  were  enabled 
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to  take  it  by  making  the  charges  for  short  haul  traffic  greater 
than  would  otherwise  be  necessary  or  reasonable,  and  that 
this  constituted  an  abuse  that  ought  to  be  corrected  by  law. 
Persons  who  did  not  hold  to  this  belief  have,  on  the  other 
hand,  taken  low  charges  on  long  haul  traffic  as  a  proper 
measure  for  all  charges,  and  have  insisted  that  if  the  rail- 
roads could  accept  the  low  charges  for  one  class  of  business 
they  could  and  ought  to  do  so  for  all  classes.  And  this,  as  a 
rule,  would  be  quite  true  if  the  railroads  had  it  in  their 
power  to  make  the  rates  for  all ;  which,  however,  is  far  from 
being  the  fact.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  they  have 
the  option  only  to  take  the  traffic  at  rates  prescribed  by  the 
owners,  or  not  to  take  it  at  all.  But  in  respect  to  such  cases 
we  must  repeat,  by  way  of  emphasis,  that  a  successful  appeal 
cannot  be  made  to  the  equity  of  the  statute  on  the  mere 
ground  that  long-haul  traffic  will  not  bear  higher  rates,  if  in 
fact  those  it  can  bear,  if  accepted,  will  cause  a  loss  to  the 
carrier  which  must  be  made  up  on  short-haul  traffic.  To 
have  one's  property  carried  at  a  loss  would  not  be  matter  of 
right,  but  of  favor ;  and  favors  in  transportation  are  not  to 
be  granted  to  any  one  class  at  the  expense  of  any  other. 

IV.  The  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  has  been  in 
some  cases  defended,  on  the  ground  that  manufactures  and 
other  industries  were  thereby  favored  and  built  up.  But  a 
question  likely  to  arise  in  such  cases  is  whether  that  which 
is  done  for  some  is  not  at  the  expense  or  to  the  unjust  preju- 
dice of  others.  The  statutes  of  some  of  the  Southern  States 
seek  to  encourage  manufactures  by  permitting  special  rates 
to  be  made  in  their  favor ;  and  railroad  companies,  in  some 
cases  which  were  brought  to  our  notice,  have  entered  into 
contracts  with  parties  proposing  to  establish  large  manufac- 
tories^ or  otherwise  to  engage  extensively  in  business,  whereby, 
in  consideration  of  the  investment  of  some  named  sum  in  the 
proposed  enterprise,  they  agree  that  favorable  rates,  which 
are  specified,  shall  be  given  on  its  traffic  for  a  term  of  years. 
The  purpose  of  such  laws  and  such  contracts  is,  no  doubt, 
commendable ;  but  the  practical  difficulty  of  giving  them 
eflFect  without  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  others  is  always 
found  to  be  serious.    Very  often  they  tend  to  the  benefit  of 
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large  establishments  and  to  the  prejudice  of  small.  Manu- 
factures are  infinite  in  variety  and  extent;  and,  while  it  might 
ba  easy  for  those  whose  transactions  were  large  to  obtain 
the  benefit  of  an  impartial  law  made  for  the  encouragement 
of  all,  the  small  establishments,  sending  out  their  goods  in 
small  lots  and  irregidarly,  might  find  the  law  practically  of 
little  or  no  value.  The  railroad  companies,  not  unwilling  to 
make  long-time  contracts  for  rates  which  contemplate  a  large 
businoHS,  would  scarcely  be  expected  to  stipulate  for  them 
with  the  small  establishments,  which  exist  in  variety  in  every 
town  and  hamlet. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  the  laws  and  the  contracts  which  are  made 
for  the  benefit  of  manufactures  usually  contemplate  not  all 
kinds  of  manufactures,  but  only  those  leading  and  most 
prominent  kinds  which  require  large  capital,  and  whose 
operations  are  on  an  extensive  scale.  Encouragement  to 
these  is  of  public  advantage  w4ien  it  wrongs  no  one ;  but  it 
is  just  as  much  the  duty  of  the  common  carrier  in  making  its 
low  rates  on  long  hauls  to  consider  whom  they  may  ruin  as 
whom  they  may  build  up  ;  and  while  the  carrier  cannot  be 
hold  responsible  for  the  consequences  which  flow  legiti- 
mately from  tariffs  impartially  arranged,  it  cannot  justify  on 
the  ground  of  public  benefit  the  unequal  rates  which,  how- 
evc>r  beneficial  to  some,  may  be  equally  mischievous  to 
others.  A  greiU  establishment,  strengthened  by  the  favor  of 
public  carriers  until  it  acquires  the  power  to  crush  competi- 
tion, and  actually  exercises  that  power,  may  by  that  very  fact 
bivome  an  enomv  to  the  civil  State ;  and  no  Wnefit*  it  can 
j;;;ive  to  the  public,  in  the  low  prices  of  its  comm<xlities  or 
oUierwiso,  can  compensates^  (k>t  the  general  sense  of  wrong 
which  those  must  feel  who  are  injured  l>y  it,  or  for  the  senti- 
ment which  grv>ws  up  in  view  of  its  o|>eratioiis,  that  the  law 
fails  to  give  the  equality  of  right  and  privile^  which  it  nom- 
inally promises  Tliat  itome  such  great  e«stabUshmenta  have 
iKH^n  fosteitnl  by  the  aid  of  the  r^lroad  companies  is  com- 
monly beJlieTCil ;  and  (^roTtsion^  against  unjust  discrimina- 
tions in  this  status  Ka^l  K>r  th^r  objects  among  other  things, 
to  bring  this  nii$»chicl  to  an  «nd.  The  pla^isible  excuse  of 
puUic  benc£t^  if  it  «tw  ImmI  tocce  in  such  oases,  has  none 
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now,  for  the  statute  forbids  what  public  sentiment  had  al- 
ready condemned. 

It  was  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the  rates  upon  long 
hauls  were  such  as  would  admit  of  the  pine  lumber  of  Mis- 
sissippi being  sold  in  Wisconsin  in  competition  with  lumber 
there  cut,  and  of  the  iron  of  Alabama  being  carried  through 
Pittsburgh  to  Eastern  manufactories.  If  the  lines  originat- 
ing in  Wisconsin  and  Pennsylvania  give  to  the  producers  of 
those  States  corresppnding  rates  for  the  traflSc  in  the  other 
direction  under  similar  circumstances,  this  will  prejudice  no 
one  ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  may  operate  to  the  public  advan- 
tage, provided  always  that  the  rates  actually  charged  are 
compensatory.  The  petitioner  in  this  clase  claims  that  in 
no  case  does  it  caiTy  such  long-haul  traffic  at  rates  which 
fall  below  cost.  By  this,  however,  is  meant  only  the  cost  of 
movement  of  the  particular  traffic,  leaving  out  of  view  the 
fixed  charges  of  the  road,  which  must,  in  any  event,  be  pro- 
vided for,  whether  the  long-haul  traffic  is  or  is  not  taken. 
This  distinction  between  the  cost  of  movement  and  the  fixed 
charges  often  becomes  of  importance  in  such  cases  as  that  of 
tlie  lumber  trade  just  mentioned.  That  trade  is  new  ;  the 
roads  which  take  it  were  built  without  anticipating  its  spring- 
ing up,  and  their  managers  made  their  calculations  for  bu.si- 
ness  to  meet  the  whole  cost  of  operation  in  reliance  upon 
such  traffic  as  was  then  apparent  or  probable.  The  fixed 
charges  of  the  road  may,  for  purposes  of  illustration,  l>e  as- 
sumed to  equal  one-half  of  the  whole,  the  cost  of  movement 
of  freight  the  other  half.  The  rates  laid  were  doubtless  cal- 
culated to  cover  the  whole,  with  a  margin  for  profit,  and 
were  so  laid  that  all  traffic  would  contribute  towards  both 
fixed  charges  and  cost  of  movement.  But  now  comes  this 
new  business,  aAd  from  the  nature  of  the  case  low  rates  are 
a  necessity  to  it ;  it  can  pay  perhaps  little  if  anything  more 
than  half  what  is  paid  by  other  traffic.  But  taking  it  will 
not  increase  perceptibly  the  fixed  charges  of  the  road,  bo- 
cause  thpse  are  made  up  of  items  that  must  be  paid  whether 
the  traffic  is  large  or  small.  What  is  added  to  the  cost  by 
taking  it  is  simply  the  expense  of  its  own  handling  and 
movement ;  and  upon  the  supposition  made,  there  might  per- 
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haps  be  gain  to  tlie  road  instead  of  loss  in  taking  it  at  any- 
thing above  half  the  rates  which  are  levied  upon  other  traffic 
corresponding  to  it  in  classification.  It  might  therefore  be 
carried  at  such  rates  without  wrong  to  any  one.  But  if  it 
were  carried  at  lower  rates  still,  not  only  would  the  other 
traffic  be  left  to  pay  the  fixed  charges  and  the  cost  of  its  own 
movement,  but  it  would  also,  to  some  extent,  be  burdened 
with  the  cost  of  movement  of  the  long-haul  traffic  thus  ad- 
ded to  the  business  of  the  road. 

The  injustice  of  this  would  be  very  apparent,  and  it  would 
become  intolerable  if  some  portion  of  the  short-haul  traffic 
was  competitive  to  the  long-haul  traffic,  and  was  so  heavily 
taxed  by  higher  rates  as  to  make  continuance  impossible. 
It  is  very  plain  that  an  unrestricted  power  to  make  such 
rates  is  liable  to  infinite  abuses,  and  that  it  may  as  easily  be 
made  use  of  to  injure  one  enterprise  as  to  build  up  another. 
In  the  earnest  and  sometimes  unreasoning  rivalry  of  railroad 
companies,  it  has  no  doubt  often  been  employed  as  much  to 
give  mere  volume  to  business  as  for  any  anticipated  net  rev- 
enue ;  and  the  wrongs  have  in  such  cases  far  exceeded  any 
j)ossible  advantages  that  could  accrue  either  to  the  roads 
themselves  or  to  the  public.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  in 
any  case  the  true  interest  of  a  road  will  be  prejudiced  by  its 
being  held  strictly  to  the  rule  that  excessively  low  rates  on 
some  traffic  are  not  to  be  compensated  for  by  excessively 
hif^h  rates  on  other  traffic.  And  if  rates  are  so  graded  as  to 
violate  the  statutory  general  rule,  it  cannot  be  accepted  as 
justification  for  the  higher  rates  on  the  shorter  haul  that  the 
lower  rates  on  the  longer  haul  had  encouragement  to  manu- 
factures or  other  industries  for  their  motive. 

V.  The  chief  ground  on  which  the  applicants  pressed  for 
relief  from  the  long  and  short  haul  clause  of  the  statute,  was 
that  competition  forced  the  railroad  companies  to  make  rates 
to  and  from  competitive  points  to  the  level  of  which  it  was 
not  possible  to  bring  the  charges  at  non-competitive  points, 
])ecause  the  doing  so  would  cause  su(;h  reduction  of  revenues 
as  would  force  roads  into  bankruptcy  and  ultimately  into 
suspcinsion.  It  was,  therefore,  as  was  said,  inevitable  that 
in  a  great  number  of  cases  the  greater  charge  should  be 
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made  for  the  shorter  haul ;  and  nothing  but  putting  a  stop 
to  competition  by  law  would  prevent  it.  This  it  was  insisted 
the  new  law  dges  not  attempt  or  intend.  On  the  contrary 
the  importance  of  competition,  in  fostering  and  regulating 
the  internal  commerce  among  the  States,  is  clearly  noted. 
In  the  sixth  section  carriers  are  permitted  to  reduce  their 
rates  at  any  time,  but  are  forbidden  to  raise  them  except 
after  giving  ten  days'  notice.  In  the  lifth  section  the  pooling 
of  freight  is  forbidden,  unquestionably  because  the  practice 
^vas  regarded  as  having  a  tendency  to  prevent  or  check  com- 
petition. The  act  studiously  omits  to  bring  the  steamboats 
and  other  independent  water  lines  within  its  control,  and 
most,  therefore,  have  contemplated  the  continuance  not  only  of 
competition,  but  of  those  things  which  comj^etition  renders 
inevitable.  The  existence  of  competitive  forces  to  an  extent 
that  the  railroad  companies  at  competitive  points  are  unable 
to  control,  it  was  therefore  argued,  would  make  out  a  case  of 
fircumstiinces  and  conditions  so  dissimilar  to  those  prevail- 
ing at  non-competitive  points  as  might  justify  the  making  of 
the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  which  was  in  general 
prohibited. 

The  competition  which  was  brought  to  our  attention  as 
having  this  imperative  force  was,  firat,  the  competition  of 
railroads  with  water-ways  ;  second,  the  competition  of  rail- 
roads with  other  railroads  which  are  not  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  "Act  to  Regulate  Commerce";  third,  the  com- 
]jetition  with  each  other  of  railroads  whicli  are  subject  to 
that  act ;  fourth,  the  competition  of  business  or  trade  centres 
witli  each  other,  operating  indirectly  upon  the  roads  which 
form  their  channels  of  trade  ;  and,  ffth,  the  competition  of 
business  interests  in  like  maimer  operating  upon  the  roads 
bv  wliose  assistance  the  business  is  carried  on. 

» 

This  fifth  species  of  competition  has  already  been  remarked 
upon  to  some  extent,  and  it  lias  been  seen  that  it  will  not 
justify  a  railroad  compan}'  in  discriminating  between  its  own 
cnstomers  to  an  extent  that  would  create  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule  the  statute  ])rescribes.  We  pass  it  now  without 
further  remark.  The  others  demand  at  our  hands  due  con- 
sideration. 
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I.  It  was  fairly  sho\^ii  before  us  that  instances  e3dst,  and  may 
be  found  along  the  routes  of  petitioner's  lines  in  the  States 
of  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Georgia,  Alabanwi,  Mississippi, 
and  Louisiana,  where  the  competition  of  water-ways  forces 
down  the  railroad  rates  below  what  it  is  possible  to  mak<^* 
them  at  uon-competitivo  points  and  still  maintain  the  roads 
with  success  or  efficiency.  The  reason  is  that  the  carriers 
by  water  can  perform  the  service  at  very  much  less  cost  than 
the  carriers  by  land. 

The  general  fact  is  that  railroad  rates  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  property  must  approximate  closely  those  which  are 
made  between  the  same  points  by  steamer,  and  the  steamer 
rates  are  generally,  if  not  invariably,  much  below  what  the 
railroads  can  afford  to  accei)t  upon  all  their  business.  In 
such  cases,  if  competition  is  maintained,  more  must  be 
charged  at  interior  points  that  can  be  obtained  at  the  points 
of  competition  ;  and  if  the  competitive  rates  are  such  as  are 
productive  of  some  gain,  however  slight,  the  non-competitive 
points  are  likely  to  receive  indirect  advantage  therefrom, 
while  the  competitive  points  have  the  larger  and  more  direct 
benefit,  and  are  afforded  a  choice  of  agencies  in  transporta* 
tion  whose  rivalry  may  fairly  be  expected  to  keep  the  cost 
down  to  a  minimum.  The  interior  points  may  have  no  ground 
for  complaint  in  such  a  case,  provided  the  rates  they  are 
charged  are  in  themselves  just  and  reasonable,  even  though 
the  effect  be  that  in  some  cases  more  is  charged  for  the  short 
than  for  the  long  haul  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direc- 
tion. This  general  fact  is  recognized  the  world  over  ;  and  of 
English  railways  it  has  been  often  remarked  that  some  of 
them  would  be  deprived  of  much  of  their  value  if  they  were 
not  allowed  to  meet  water  comj)etition  by  such  conces- 
sions at  the  points  of  contact  as  the  competition  woidd 
compel. 

The  only  question  that  fairly  arises  in  regard  to  it  is  wheth- 
er the  competition  is  kept  within  proper  bounds.  Vessel 
owners  produced  evidence  before  us  to  show  that  the  rail- 
roads put  down  their  rates  to  a  ruinous  point,  in  their  deter- 
mination to  take  the  competitive  traffic  at  all  hazards,  and 
w6ventually  to  crush  out  comi)etition ;  and  railroad  managers 
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retorted  with  evidence  that  the  blame  for  unremunerative 
rates  was  upon  their  rivals.  But  the  question  of  relative 
fault  is  Yiot  important  now.  Low  rates  nro,  a.  neeessity  of 
the  situation  ;  and  if  railroads  compete  with  water  transpor- 
tation, either  on  the  ocean  or  on  the  navigable  rivers,  they 
have  no  choice  but  to  accept  such  rates.  To  compel  the 
roads  to  observe  strictly  the  general  rule  laid  down  by  the 
fourth  section  would  necessitate  their  abandonment  of  som(5 
classes  of  business  in  which  their  competition  with  water 
transportation  is  now  of  public  importance.  Vessel  owners 
who  appeared  before  us  to  oppose  the  applications  made  for 
relief,  put  their  opposition  in  some  cases  explicitly  on  the 
^ound  that  denying  the  applications  would  enable  the  vessel 
men  to  put  up  their  own  rates.  This  was  to  be  expected, 
and  is  far  from  being  blameworthy  if  in  fact  their  business  is 
not  now  reasonably  profitable ;  but  it  is  suggestive  of  the 
fact  that  the  interest  of  the  public  and  that  of  any  class  of 
public  carriers  is  not  in  all  respects  identical. 

It  is  more  than  probable  that  the  complaints  made  by  the 
vessel  owners  against  certain  of  the  railroads  are  to  some 
extent  well  founded ;  that  the  railroads  have  not  only  made 
the  rates  at  points  of  competition  with  vessels  much  too  low 
in  order  that  they  might  at  all  events  obtain  the  business, 
but  that  this  has  been  done  in  disregard  alike  of  right  and  of 
true  policy.  This  is  only  saying  that  in  their  wo  :h  of  rates 
with  vessel  owners  they  have  sometimes  shown  the  same 
recklessness  as  in  like  wars  among  themselves ;  but  the  fact 
still  remains  that  they  must  either  be  allowed  to  compete 
with  vessel  owners  and  make  low  charges  for  the  purpose,  or 
they  must  leave  vessel  owners  in  possession  of  the  business 
without  the  check  upon  charges  which  competition  would 
afford. 

The  question  here  is  whether  this  limitation  of  competi- 
tion was  intended  by  the  statute ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  did 
Congress  intend  that  the  existence  of  competition  might  in 
some  cases  make  <mt  the  dissimilar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions which  would  support  a  greater  charge  for  the  shorter 
haul,  even  though  it  might  be  over  the  same  line  in  the  same 
direction,  the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  distance? 
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On  this  subject  the  history  of  the  proceedings  in  Congress, 
which  resulted  in  the  adoption  of  the  fourth  section  as  it 
stands, is  instructive;  and  with  such  brevity  as  is  practicable 
it  is  recited  here,  not  as  determining  conclusively  the  con- 
struction of  the  section,  but  as  showing  beyond  question  that 
the  benefits  of  competition  were  meant  to  be  retained,  and 
that  exceptions  to  the  rigorous  general  rule  were  provided  for 
to  meet  the  contingencies  which  the  competition  might  create. 

In  the  report  of  the  Senate  select  committee,  submitted 
January  18,  1886,  known  as  the  CuUom  report,  is  found  the 
following  language  : 

"No  question  connected  with  the  problem  of  railroad  regu- 
lation has  given  the  committee  more  perplexity  than  that  re- 
lating to  the  utility  and  expediency  of  legislation  prohibiting 
a  carrier  from  charging  more  for  a  shorter  than  a  longer  haul 
under  any  circumstances  ;  not  that  we  have  any  doubt  as  to 
the  injustice  of  such  a  charge  under  most  circumstances,  but 
because  it  seems  inexpedient  to  enforce  such  a  regulation 
under  all  circumstances. 

"When  the  effect  of  the  proposed  prohibition  is  considered 
with  reference  to  the  whole  internal  commerce  of  the  United 
States,  and  especially  with  reference  to  the  necessity  of  pre- 
serving the  prevailing  cheap  rates  for  long  distance  transpor- 
tation, there  is  reason  to  fear  that  the  result  of  rigidly  enforc- 
ing the  proposed  regulation  would  be  to  stifle  competition  in 
numberless  cases  where  it  now  exists,  and  is  to  the  general 
jmblic  interest;  and  perhaps  to  deprive  the  country  of  the 
benefits  of  the  low  through  rates  now  and  for  years  given  to 
and  from  the  tide-water,  without  practical  or  appreciable 
advantage  to  intervening  points." 

The  bill  introduced  with  the  report  contained  the  following 
j)ro vision  upon  this  subject : 

"  Section  4.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  car- 
rier subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act, to  charge  or  receive 
any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  passengers  or  property  for  a  shorter  than  for  a 
hmger  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  and 
from  the  same  original  point  of  departure,  if  such  greater 
charge  for  the  shorter  distance  constitute  an  unjust  discrimi- 
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nation  ;  but  such  greater  charge  for  a  shorter  distance  shall 
be  presumptive  evidence  of  unjust  discrimination,  which  may, 
however,  be  rebutted  by  the  common  carrier. 
*'Upon  application  to  the  Commission  appointed  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  such  common  carriers  may,  in  special 
cases,  be  authorized  to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter 
distances  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property  ; 
and  the  Commission  may  from  time  to  time  make  general 
rules  covering  exceptions  to  any  such  common  carrier  in 
cases  where  there  is  competition  by  river,  sea,  canal,  or  lake, 
exempting  such  designated  common  carrier  from  the  opera- 
tion of  this  section  of  this  act ;  and  when  such  exceptions 
shall  have  been  made  and  published,  they  shall  have  like 
force  and  eflfect  as  though  the  same  had  been  specified  in  this 
section."        ' 

Afterwards,  and  before  debate,  the  committee,  on  February 
IG,  1886,  reported  as  a  substitute  for  this  bill  another,  in 
which  the  following  language  is  found  : 

"  Sec.  4.  Tliat  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier 
to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggre- 
gate for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act, for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer 
distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  and  from 
the  same  original  point  of  departure  ;  provided,  however, 
tliat  upon  application  to  the  Commission,"  etc.  .  .  .  [sub- 
stantial! v  as  before!. 

Tlie  formal  discussion  of  the  measure  was  CL>irimenced 
April  14,  1886,  the  chairman  of  the  select  committee  open- 
ing the  debate  by  a  speech  in  which  he  said  concerning  tho 
fourth  section  : 

•*  It  is  agreed  that  this  is  the  principle  that  should  be  ob- 
sr^rved  as  a  general  rule.  The  committee  found,  however, 
that  the  principle  was  not  of  universal  application  ;  that 
there  were  cases  in  which  the  railroads  were  compelled  to 
make  lower  rates  for  longer  than  for  shorter  distances  by  the 
great  law  of  competition,  which  is  stronger  than  any  law  we 
can  make,  and  that  in  some  cases  it  would  be  a  great  hard- 
ship to  the  public  as  well  as  the  railroads  to  rigidly  enforce 
the  general  principle." 
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It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  intention  of  the  original  fram- 
ers  of  the  Senate  bill  was,  to  leave  it  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Commission,  to  exempt  carriers  from  the  operation  of  the 
rnle  in  cases  when  the  "  great  law  of  competition"  made 
such  a  relaxation  proper,  having  in  view  the  interests  of  the 
carriers  and  the  people. 

On  May  6,  1886,  Senator  Cullom  moved  to  amend  the  sec- 
tion by  striking  out  the  words  "  covering  exceptions  to  any  , 
such  common  carrier  in  cases  when  there  is  competition  by 
river,  sea,  canal,  or  lake."  He  supported  this  motion  by  the 
suggestion  that  these  words  were  not  necessary,  and  that 
without  them  the  Commission  wcmld  have  the  same  power 
and  more.  Senator  Harris  favored  the  amendment,  as  giving 
a  broader  discretion  to  the  Commission,  and  it  was  adopted. 

On  May  12th,  a  motion  was  made  by  Senator  Camden  to 
change  the  j^hraseology  of  the  first  part  of  the  section,  so 
that  it  should  read  "  of  like  kind  of  property  under  sub- 
stantially similar  circumstances  and  conditions."  This 
amendment  was  agreed  to  as  a  substitute  for  a  previous 
amendment  proposed  l^y  Senator  Camden,  and  with  little  ad- 
ditional debate. 

The  bill  was  finally  passed  on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  Sec- 
tion 4  remaining  substantially  as  above,  with  the  insertion  of 
the  following  : 

"  But  this  shall  not  bo  eonstinied  as  authorizing  any  common 
carrier  within  the  terms  of  this  Act,  to  charge  and  receive  as 
great  compensation  for  a  shorter  as  for  a  longer  distance." 

The  bill  then  went  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce.  That  commit- 
tee reported  as  a  substitute  for  it  the  bill  before  pending  in 
the  House,  which  contained  the  following  provision  upon 
the  subject  embraced  in  Section  4  of  the  Senate  bill : 

"  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  or  persons,  en- 
gaged in  the  transportation  of  property  as  provided  in  the 
first  section  of  this  Act, to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  com- 
pensation for  a  similar  amount  and  kind  of  property,  for  car- 
rying, receiving,  storing,  forwarding,  or  hauling  the  same,  for 
a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance,  which  includes  the 
shorter  distance,  on  any  one  railroad  ;  and  the  road  of  a  cor- 
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poration  sliall  include  all  the  road  in  use  by  such  corpora- 
tion, whether  owned  or  operated  by  it  under  a  contract, 
agreement,  or  lease  by  such  corporation." 

In  opening  the  debate  on  July  21, 1886,  Mr.  Reagan,  chair- 
man of  the  House  Committee  on  Commerce,  severely  criti- 
cised the  fourth  section  of  the  Senate  bill,  saying  that  the 
closing  part  of  the  section  substantially  nullified  the  former 
part,  while  his  proposed  substitute  contained  an  absolute 
prohibition. 

The  minority  of  the  committee,  four  in  number,  opposed 
the  substitution,  and  in  their  report  the  following  passage 
occurs : 

"  Nor  do  the  minority  favor  the  provision  prohibiting  a 
greater  chjirge  for  a  shorter  than  a  longer  haul,  as  it  was 
shown  to  a  satisfactory  degree,  as  we  think,  in  the  hearing, 
that,  where  two  competing  points  were  connected  by  water 
as  well  as  rail,  it  was  impossible  for  the  railroads  to  secure 
the  traffic  unless  they  made  their  rates  as  low  as  the  water 
rates,  and  that  while  they  might  be  able  to  do  this  on  a  por- 
tion of  their  traffic,  it  would  be  destructive  of  their  interests 
to  reduce  all  their  rates  to  those  which  were  forced  upon 
them  between  certain  points  by  the  competition  of  the  wa- 
ter routes." 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that,  in  the  House  as  well  as  in  the 
Senate,  it  was  understood  that  the  existence  of  competition 
was  intended  to  be  included  in  the  margin  of  discretion  pro- 
vided for  by  the  Senate  measure.  The  question  as  to  this 
point  was  distinctly  marked  ;  the  debate,  so  far  as  this  sec- 
tion was  concerned,  was  upon  that  basis.  On  July  30,  1886, 
the  substituted  bill  was  agreed  to  and  passed  on  the  part  of 
the  House.  A  conference  committee  was  appointed,  and  at 
the  second  session  of  the  Congress  that  committee  agreed 
upon  a  report,  which  was  presented  to  the  Senate  December 
15,  1886.  By  this  report  the  fourth  section  of  the  Senate 
bill  was  amended  so  as  to  read  as  it  now  stands. 

The  work  of  the  conference  committee  was  very  elaborate- 
ly and  carefully  performed.  The  two  bills  which  were  re- 
ferred to  it  presented  very  clearly  the  views  which  had  pre- 
vailed in  the  two  houses  respectively,  on  the  general  subject 
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of  relative  charges  on  long  and  short  haul  traffic — the  House 
view  of  an  inflexible  rule,  forbidding  absolutely  the  greater 
charge  for  the  shorter  haul,  and  the  Senate  view  that  the  rule 
should  be  subject  to  exceptions  when  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  required  it.  The  conference  committee  accepted 
deliberately  the  Senate  view,  and  presented  it,  in  the  report 
to  the  two  houses.  In  the  Senate  the  report,  before  adop- 
tion, was  discussed,  and  what  was  proposed  by  it  on  this 
point  of  vital  interest  was  very  distinctly  brought  out  and 
made  prominent ;  and  in  the  House,  where  also  the  report 
was  adopted,  nothing  which  was  said  by  any  one  indicated 
that  the  situation  was  otherwise  understood. 

It  is  impossible  to  resist  the  conclusion  that  in  finally  re- 
jecting the  "  long  and  short  haul  clause"  of  the  House  bill, 
which  prescribed  an  inflexible  rule,  not  to  be  departed  from 
in  any  case,  and  retaining  in  substance  the  fourth  section  as 
it  had  passed  the  Sonate,  both  houses  understood  that  they 
were  not  adopting  a  measure  of  strict  prohibition  in  respect 
to  charging  more  for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  distance, 
but  that  they  were,  instead,  leaving  the  door  open  for  excep- 
tions in  certain  cases,  and,  among  others,  in  cases  where  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  traffic  were  afi'ected  by 
the  element  of  competition,  and  where  exceptions  might  be  a 
necessity  if  the  competition  was  to  continue.  And  water 
competition  was  beyond  doubt  especially  in  view. 

In  thus  deliberately  making  provision  for  competition,  even 
though  it  might  be  necessary  to  allow  for  the  purpose  excep- 
tions to  the  general  rule  laid  down  in  the  statute,  Congress 
must  be  supposed  to  have  done  so  because  the  public  inter- 
est required  it.  That  competition  is  the  life  of  trade  is  one 
of  the  most  generally  accepted  of  maxims ;  among  its  prin- 
cipal benefits  is  the  protection  it  gives  against  extortionate 
charges.  But  legitimate,  open,  and  fair  competition  was 
meant ;  not  everything  that  has  been  done  under  the  name  of 
competition,  and  which  in  many  cases  has  been  equally  de- 
structive of  public  and  of  private  right.  Among  the  common 
abuses  have  been  the  granting  of  special  favors  in  exception- 
al rates,  rebates,  drawbacks,  etc.,  all  of  which  are  now  ex- 
pressly prohibited  by  law  when  they  assume  the  form  oi  un- 
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just  discrimination.  There  has  also  been  favoritism  between  . 
j)laces  and  communities  as  a  result  of  violent  competition  ; 
but  this  also  is  no  longer  permissible.  Other  similar  wrongs 
will  be  referred  to  further  on  ;  but  the  wars  of  rates,  under 
the  excitement  of  which  traffic  is  carried  at  a  loss,  to  be  made 
good  by  excessive  charges  on  other  traffic  or  at  other  times,  is 
not  the  least  of  those  from  which  the  public  has  suffered. 
And  these  wars  are  as  indefensible  when  vessel  owners  are 
their  objects  as  when  made  between  the  railroads  themselves, 
and  are  not  to  be  justified  on  any  pretense  of  competition. 
Water  transportation  is  entitled  to  such  traffic  as  in  fair  rival- 
ry and  at  fair  prices  it  can  take;  and  the  railroads  in  compe- 
tition with  it  must  recognize  this  right,  and  not  recklessly 
attempt  to  preclude  its  exercise.  It  is  true  that  while  the 
rDuds  are  obliged  to  publish  their  tariffs  and  the  carriers  by 
water  are  not,  the  former  are  at  a  disadvantage  in  the  compe- 
tition ;  but  possibly  the  law  in  this  regard  may  be  amended  if 
justice  shall  be  found  to  require  it. 

Every  railroad  company  ought,  when  it  is  practicable,  to  so 
arrange  its  tariffs  that  the  burden  upon  freights  shall  be  pro- 
portional on  all  portions  of  its  line,  and  with  a  view  to  reve- 
nue sufficient  to  meet  all  the  items  of  current  expense,  inclu- 
cling  the  cost  of  keeping  up  the  road,  buildings,  and  equip- 
ment, and  of  returning  a  fair  profit  to  o\vners.  But  it  is 
obvious  that,  in  some  cases,  when  there  is  water  competition 
at  leading  points,  it  may  be  impossible  to  make  some  portion 
i>f  the  traffic  pay  its  equal  proportion  of  the  whole  cost.  If 
it  can  then  be  made  to  pay  anything  toward  the  cost,  above 
what  the  taking  of  it  would  add  to  the  expense,  the  railroad 
ought  not,  in  general,  to  be  forced  to  reject  it,  since  the  sur- 
])lus,  under  such  circumstances,  would  be  profit.  As  has 
been  tersely  said  by  M.  de  la  Gournerie,  formerly  Inspector- 
General  of  bridges  and  railways  in  France,  a  railroad  "ought 
not  to  neglect  any  traffic  of  a  kind  that  will  increase  its  re- 
ceipts more  than  its  expenses";  and  long-haul  traffic  which 
can  only  be  had  on  these  terms  may  sometimes  be  taken 
without  wronging  any  one,  when,  to  carry  all  traffic,  or  even 
the  major  part  of  it,  at  the  like  rates,  would  be  simply  ruin- 
ous.    But  we  desire  to  apply  generally  to  every  kind  of  com- 
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petition  herein  discussed  the  observation  above  made,  that 
when  competition  leads  to  the  transportation  of  property  be- 
low actual  cost,  fairly  computed,  it  ceases  to  be  legitimate. 
Fair  and  reasonable  competition  is  a  public  benefit ;  exces- 
sive and  unreasonable  competition  is  a  public  injury.  Com- 
petition is  to  be  regulated,  not  abolished.  The  other  sections 
of  the  law  of  themselves  imply  ample  authority  for  its  regu- 
lation, and,  in  connection  with  the  fourth  section,  support 
the  interpretation  that  it  is  wholly  inadmissible  to  press  com- 
petition to  a  point  where  expenses  are  increased  beyond  the 
increase  of  income. 

II.  The  question  whether  railroad  competition  with  other 
railroads  which  are  not  subject  to  the  control  of  this  law, 
can  present  a  case  of  dissimilar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions, within  the  meaning  of  section  4,  may  possibly  be  one 
of  greater  doubt.  The  classes  of  roads  not  thus  subject,  and 
whose  competition  might  be  severe,  are  the  Canadian  roads 
and  roads  which  are  entirely  within  the  control  of  a  single 
State.  As  regards  the  latter,  it  is  not  improbable  that  cases 
exist  of  roads  not  restrained  by  any  long  and  short  haul 
clause  corresponding  to  the  Federal  statute,  which  are  so 
situated  in  respect  to  rivals  coming  under  the  law  of  Con- 
gress as  to  be  able  to  monopolize  to  the  public  detriment  the 
traffic  at  important  points  of  competition,  unless  the  latter 
are  given  equal  freedom  of  action.  "NVe  do  not  understand, 
however,  that  any  of  the  pending  applications  are  of  this 
nature,  and  we  therefore  leave  such  cases  to  be  considered 
when  they  shall  be  presented  more  directly.  Competition 
with  Canadian  roads  may,  it  is  believed,  present  a  case  of 
dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions.  Whenever  such 
roads  compete  with  roads  in  the  United  States  for  business 
between  one  part  of  our  country  and  another,  a  state  of  cir- 
cumstances arises  and  exists  as  to  such  business  which  justi- 
fies American  roads  in  meeting  such  competition  by  a  corres- 
ponding reduction  of  rates,  without  regard  to  the  fact  that  in 
so  doing  the  rates  between  the  terminals  may  be  reduced  be- 
low rates  to  and  from  intermediate  places  which  are  other- 
wise reasonable  and  just  in  themselves.  The  fact  that 
American  roads  are  left  free  to  meet  such  competition  in  of 
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itself  an  assurance  that  no  extensive  war  of  rates  is  likelv  to 
be  engaged  in  by  the  Canadian  roads,  or,  if  engaged  in,  to  he 
long  pursued. 

III.  The  competition  with  each  other  of  the  railroads 
which  are  subject  to  the  Federal  law  can  seldom,  as  we  think, 
make  out  a  case  of  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  because  it  must  be  seldom 
that  it  would  be  reasonable  for  their  competition  at  points  of 
contact  to  be  pressed  to  an  extent  that  would  create  the  dis- 
parity of  rates  on  their  lines  which  the  statute  seeks  to  pre- 
vent. But  we  cannot  now  assume  that  no  case  has  arisen  or 
can  hereafter  arise  which,  on  its  own  peculiar  facts,  and  in 
consideration  of  its  special  equities, can  be  deemed  to  present 
a  just  claim  under  the  statute. 

First,  it  may  be  observed  here,  that  in  some  parts  of  the 
country  it  is  not  easy  to  separate  railroad  competition  al- 
together from  competition  by  the  water-ways. 

Water  competition  is  not  limited  in  force,  strictly  to  the 
points  of  contact  of  water  and  rail  lines,  but  extends  its  in- 
fluence to  an  indefinite  distance  therefrom,  qualifying  to 
greater  or  less  extent  the  all-rail  rates.  But  passing  that 
consideration^y,  it  will  be  found  on  investigation  that  cases 
will  exist  in  which,  unless  the  force  of  strictly  railroad  com- 
petition is  allowed  to  create  exceptions  under  the  statute,  an 
f existing  competition  which  is  supposed  to  be  of  public  in- 
terest must  come  to  an  end.  And  where  that  is  the  case  the 
strong  lines  will  in  general  be  gainers  at  the  expense  and 
sometimes  to  the  destruction  of  those  which  are  weaker. 

One  such  case  is  that  of  the  railroad  extending  from  Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.,  parallel  to  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  as  far  as 
Toungstown,  and  thence  to  Ashtabula,  Ohio,  where,  through 
connection  with  the  Lake  Shore,  it  gives  to  the  people  of 
Pittsburgh  and  Youngstown  competition  with  the  Pennsyl- 
vania road  in  their  business  to  and  from  New  York  and  New 
England.  The  peculiarity  of  the  competition  is,  that  the 
business  on  the  roads  respectively  is  started  in  opposite  di- 
rections when  destined  to  the  same  point,  so  that  on  east- 
bound  traffic  from  Pittsburgh  the  haul  by  one  road  is  shorter 
than  from  Youngstown  and  longer  by  the  other. 
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As  the  Pennsylvania  road  has  the  shorter  line,  it  is  in  posi- 
tion to  determine  what  the  rates  shall  be,  and  the  longer  line 
has  no  option  but  to  conform  to  them.  In  making  them  the 
leading  road  gives  to  Pittsburgh  lower  rates  than  to  Youngs- 
town,  as  it  justly  should  do,  in  recognition  of  the  geographi- 
cal position.  But  the  other  road  must  do  the  same,  though 
over  its  line  the  traffic  between  Youngstown  and  the  sea- 
board will  have  the  shorter  haul.  There  is  nothing  unrea- 
sonable or  unjust  in  this ;  and  if  the  longer  line  were  to 
attempt  a  change  which  should  reduce  the  rates  from 
Youngstown  to  the  level  of  those  from  Pittsburgh,  it  would  in 
doing  so  only  open  a  war  of  rates  in  which  all  the  advan- 
tages would  be  with  its  rival.  Finding  itself  in  this  dilemma, 
it  applied  to  the  Commission  for  an  order  permitting  a 
greater  charge  to  be  made  on  traffic  to  and  from  Y'oungstown 
than  is  made  on  that  to  and  from  Pittsburgh,  and  its  appli- 
cation is  strenuously  opposed  by  the  Pennsylvania  road, 
which  insists  that  competition  by  this  roundabout  route  is 
illegitimate  and  ought  not  therefore  in  any  manner  to  be 
aided. 

Whether  this  position  is  sound  the  Commission  may  de- 
termine hereafter.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  of  ftie  case  at  this 
time, that  it  is  one — and  not  a  solitary  instance — in  which  a 
strict  application  of  the  general  rule  laid  down  by  the  stat- 
ute must  be  fatal  to  competition.  If  the  competition  in  itself 
is  illegitimate,  it  may  be  right  to  permit  its  destruction.  But 
it  is  not  admitted  by  those  interested  in  the  road  just  mentioned 
that  its  case  is  of  this  nature.  It  is  shown  that  it  was  construct- 
ed by  Pittsburgh  capital  for  the  express  purpose  of  the  compe- 
tion  ;  and  it  appears  that  though  the  route  is  indirect,  the  com- 
petition has  given  it  considerable  business,  and  large  invest- 
ments have  been  made  in  reliance  upon  its  continuance. 

One  fact  obvious  on  the  statement  of  this  case  is,  that  the 
wrong  against  which  the  long  and  short  haul  clause  of  the 
statute^  is  aimed  is  not  to  be  found  in  it.  When  the  greater 
charge  for  the  shorter  haul  over  the  same  line  in  the  same 
direction  is  spoken  of,  the  natural  suggestion  to  the  mind  is 
of  a  line  leading  with  some  directness  to  the  place  to  which 
the  traffic  is  destined ;  and  there  seems  to  be  in  such  greater 
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charge  a  manifest  unfairness,  since  it  deprives  the  place  of 
shipment  nearest  the  destination  of  its  proper  advantage  of 
situation.  But  in  the  case  stated  the  position  is  the  opposite 
to  this ;  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  preserves  the 
proper  advantage  of  situation,  and  has  in  itself  no  element  of 
injustice  to  locahties.  It  is  the  situation  which  forces  upon 
the  road  an  unequal  charge  which  is  nevertheless  not  unfair; 
and  a  strict  application  of  the  statute  must  compel  the  sur- 
render of  what  is  now  competitive  traffic  to  the  older  and 
more  direct  route, whose  very  conformity  to  the  general  rule 
precludes  conformity  by  the  competitor. 

There  are  other  cases  in  the  country  of  roads  now  taking 
part  in  competitive  traffic,  which  the  peculiarities  of  situation 
will  compel  them  to  abandon  if  the  long  and  short  haul 
clause  of  the  statute  is  strictly  applied.  This  to  some  extent 
might  be  the  case  with  certain  north  and  south  roads,  like 
the  road  from  Cincinnati  to  Toledo,  and  that  from  New  Al- 
bany to  Chicago,  which  have  heretofore  engaged  considerably 
in  east  and  west  bound  traffic  which  they  deliver  to  or  re- 
ceive from  other  roads  crossing  them,  or  at  their  terminals. 
In  many  cases  these  roads  have  been  accustomed  to  make 
the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  simply  because  the 
direction  they  run  compels  it ;  but  in  doing  so  they  may 
wrong  no  one,  because  the  rates  are  not  doternined  by  them, 
but  by  the  direct  east  and  west  lines,  and  are  made  with  re- 
gard to  relative  distance.  Both  the  roads  named  now  hav(^ 
applications  pending  for  relief  from  an  embarrassment  for 
which  they  are  not  themselves  responsible  ;  and  they  aver, 
with  plausibility  at  least,  that  the  public  interest  will  suffer 
if  they  are  shut  out  from  such  share  in  competition  as  they 
have  hitherto  taken.  We  do  not  pass  upon  these  cases 
finally  at  this  time,  and  therefore  do  not  undertake  to  say  of 
them  that  they  constitute  cases  in  which  the  competition  of 
roads  subject  to  the  Federal  law  creates  the  dissimilar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  which  make  up  an  exceptional 
case.  But  this  brief  reference  to  the  facts  is  suggestive  of  a 
possibility,  at  least,  that  the  exceptional  case  may  exist ;  and 
if  it  does  exist,  a  strict  enforcement  of  the  general  rule  might 
be  found  quite  as  injurious  to  the  public  interests  as  to  those 
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of  the  railroads  which  would  thereby  be  shut  out  from  com- 
petition. 

IV.  Whether  the  competition  of  towns  which  are  trade 
centers  or  distributing  points  can  in  any  case  make  out  the 
dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions,  independent  of  the 
competition  of  the  carriers, is  a  question  which  may  be  said 
to  be  presented  by  the  evidence  taken,  but  not  with  such  dis- 
tinctness as  to  call  for  an  expression  of  opinion  as  this  time. 
The  pre-eminence  of  such  trade  centers  in  the  territory 
reached  by  the  petitioner's  roads  is  peculiar,  and  has  proba- 
bly been  increased  by  the  concessions  in  rates  which  the  rail- 
roads have  made  to  them,  while  making  less  concessions  or 
none  at  all  to  less  important  stations.  This  condition  of  af- 
fairs tends  to  perpetuate  itself,  and  the  disparity  of  rates  as 
between  competitive  and  non-competitive  towns — the  former 
being  the  "  trade  centers" — must  have  had  some  influence  to 
increase  steadily  the  disparity  in  growth  and  prosperity. 

By  some  of  the  witnesses  before  us  this  was  bitterly  com- 
plained of,  while  by  others  it  was  defended  as  being  best  for 
both  classes  of  towns.  The  smaller  towns  in  this  part  of  the 
country, it  was  said,  are  dependent  on  the  trade  centers  for 
their  supplies,  and  they  get  indirectly  the  benefit  of  low  rates 
to  the  distributing  points  in  lower  prices  than  could  other- 
wise be  given  to  them.  In  proportion  also  as  the  distribut- 
ing points  are  prosperous,  they  can  and  do  extend  to  the 
(healers  at  other  points  credit  and  indulgence.  The  preva- 
lence of  such  ideas,  and  the  acting  upon  them  in  making 
freight  tariflFs,  gives  to  railroad  managers  a  power  of  determin- 
ing within  certain  limits  what  towns  shall  be  trade  centers, 
and  what  their  relative  advantages  ;  and  while  it  may  be,  as 
they  assert  it  is,  that  in  deciding  upon  rates  under  the  pres- 
s^ure  of  the  competition  of  trade  centers  they  endeavor  to  do 
justice  between  them,  yet  as  they  do  not,  at  the  same  time, 
feel  a  like  pressure  from  non-o^mpetitive  points,  it  is  obvious 
that  justice  to  such  points  is:  in  great  danger  of  being  over- 
looked; and  it  is  altogether  likely  that  it  is  so  to  some  extent. 

One  result  is  that  towns  recognized  by  railroad  managers 
as  trade  centers  come  to  be  looked  upon  as  towns  with  spe- 
cial privileges,  and  other  towns  strive  for  recognition  as  such, 
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and  complain  perhaps  of  injustice  when  they  fail.  It  was 
luade  very  clear  by  the  evidence  produced  in  behalf  of  the 
railroads,  tliat  the  excej^ionally  favorable  rates  which  were 
given  to  certain  localities  were  in  some  cases  given  to  build 
up  trade  centers ;  and  as  they  had  had  that  efl'ect,  and  largo 
establishments  had  been  located  at  such  centers,  invited  by 
the  favoring  rates,  it  was  urged  that  there  would  be  injustice 
in  now  compelling  the  roads  to  go  back  to  the  rule  of  equal- 
ity. Of  this  it  may  be  said,  Jird,  that,  as  between  diiferent 
localities,  it  is  no  sound  reason  for  discriminating  in  favor  of 
one  as  against  another,  that  the  purpose  is  to  build  up  the  fa- 
vored locality  as  a  trade  center  ;  and,  second,  if  the  discrim- 
ination has  existed  and  has  had  its  effect,  the  fact  that  large 
^establishments  have  thereby  been  encouraged  is  no  reason 
why  the  injustice  should  be  perpetuated.  This  statute  aims 
at  equality  of  right  and  privilege,  not  less  between  towns 
than  between  individuals ;  and  it  will  no  more  sanction  pref- 
erential rates  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating  distinctions 
than  of  creating  them.  . 

These  general  views  will  indicate,  as  far  as  we  deem  at  this 
time  necessary,  the  bounds  within  which  the  railroad  mana- 
gers must  limit  their  action  in  making  charges  which  arr 
greater  in  the  aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  passengers 
or  of  the  like  kind  of  property  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  long- 
f-r  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the 
shorter  being  inchided  in  the  longer  distance.  With  respon- 
sibility to  the  law  and  to  the  restraining  power  of  the  Com- 
mission, in  ease  the  bounds  are  exceeded,  it  may  confidently 
be  expected  that  all  carriers  will  bring  themselves  into  con- 
formity with  the  general  law  so  far  as  it  may  be  found  reason- 
ably practicable,  and  that  the  occasions  for  special  interfer- 
«-uce  will  not  be  numerous.  Our  observation  and  investiga- 
tions so  far  made  lead  to  the  conclusion,  that  strict  conformity 
to  the  general  rule  is  possible  in  large  sections  of  the  coun- 
try, without  material  injury  to  eith(»r  public  or  private  inter- 
ests ;  and  that  in  other  sections  the  exceptions  can  be  and 
ought  to  be  made  much  hiss  numerous  than  they  have  V)een 
hitherto,  and  that  when  exceptions  are  admitted  the  charge  s 
hhould  be  less  disproportionate.     Very  many  of  the  roads, 
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as  we  are  informed,  have  so  arrauged  their  tariffs  as  to  make 
no  exception  whatever  ;  and  where  that  has  been  proved  to 
he  reasonably  feasible,  return  to  the  former  custom  cannot  be 
tolerated.  In  any  case  in  which  a  company  fails  to  bring  its 
tariffs  into  conformity  with  the  general  rule,  if  parties  w^iose 
interests  are  thereby  unfavorably  affected  complain,  it  must  be 
prepared  to  justify  its  action  by  a  showing  of  circumstances 
and  conditions  which  render  it  just  and  reasonable. 

In  the.  views  above  expressed  the  members  of  the  Commis- 
sion, after  full  consideration,  are  unanimous. 

The  order  for  temporary  relief  which  was  made  in  favor  of 
the  petitioner  will  be  allowed  to  remain  in  force  until  the  day 
originally  limited  for  its  expiration,  and  in  the  meantine  its 
v>fficers  will  have  the  opportunity  to  make  thorough  revision 
of  its  freight  and  passenger  tariffs,  in  order  to  bring  them  as 
nearly  as  may  be  reasonably  feasible  into  harmony  with  the 
general  rule  of  the  statute,  and  with  the  views  expressed  in 
this  opinion.  That  they  may  be  brought  much  nearer  to 
conformity  than  they  now  are,  without  the  sacrifice  of  any 
substantial  interest,  we  have  very  little  question  ;  and  as  bus- 
iness adapts  itself  to  the  new  principle  established  by  Con- 
gress, it  will  no  doubt  be  found  that  exceptions  can  safely 
and  steadily  be  made  less  and  less  numerous. 

NoTE.f— Like  orders  to  this  wore  mado  in  the  other  pending  cases. 


THE  CHICAGO  AND  ALTON  RAILROAD  COMPANY 
V.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

THE    SAME    V.    THE   PENNSYLVANIA   COMPANY. 

THE  CHICAGO,  ROCK  ISLAND  AND  PACIFIC  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY  V.  THE  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL 
AND  HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Triod  .Tune  IB  nml  17.  1W7.— DwMod  .lulr  14.  18R7. 

Th(>  (lofondants  ndoptod  a  regulation,  that  tliov  would  not  soil  tickets  for  and 
over  the  line  of  a  oonnectiiifj  road,  unlesn  such  ronneotinp;  road  woidd  ab- 
stain from  paying  commissions  to  their  agents  on  tlie  sales  made,  and 
would  make  promise  to  that  effect.  Such  a  regulation  is  reasonable, 
and  therefore  legal. 
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A  railroad  company  has  aright  to  insist  that  its  agents  shall  be  its  emplo5'ees 
exclusively,  and  it  is  not  obliged  to  permit  any  other  company  to  make 
them  its  employees  also. 

The  requirement  in  the  Act  to  Kegulat<3  Commerce  that  common  carriers 
shall  **  afford  all  reasonable,  proper  and  equal  facilities  for  the  inter- 
change  of  trafflc  between  their  respective  lines,  and  for  the  receiving, 
forwarding  and  delivering  of  passengers  and  property  to  and  from  their 
several  lines,  and  those  connecting  therewith,"  will  not  require  a  rail- 
road company  to  sell  through  tickets  over  the  line  of  a  road  whose  man- 
agei-s  persist  in  offering  commissions  to  the  agents  who  sell  such  tickets. 

The  practict'  of  paying  commissions  to  the  agents  of  other  roads  on  tickets 
sold  over  tht?  road  of  the  company  paying  the  same,  condemned  as  de- 
moralizing, and  as  an  improper  drain  on  corporate  resources. 

If  a  paswige  ticket  over  several  roads  is  a  reasonable  facility  of  travel,  the 
privilege  of  paying  a  commission  to  the  agent  who  sells  it,  and  who 
would  be  required  by  duty  to  his  (employer  to  sell  it  when  called  for, 
without  any  commission  therefor,  camiot  be  regarded  as  an  incident  to 
the  facihty,  and  therefore  cannot  be  insisted  on. 

II  ilU(un  Brown,  for  complainants. 

JoJin  Scott,  Jaincs  A,  lAKjan,  «/.  71  Brool's  and  frank  Loo- 
HI  in,  for  defendants. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

ScHOONMAKER,  Commhmoner. 

The  complaints  in  these  cases  are  founded  upon  the  third 
section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  and  charge  viola- 
tions of  that  section  by  the  defendant  companies  in  refusing 
certain  facilities  for  receiving,  forwarding,  and  delivering 
passengers  to  complainants'  lines,  consisting  of  through  or 
coupon  tickets,  which,  being  afforded  to  other  and  competing 
companies,  give,  the  comi)lainants  allege,  undue  and  unrea- 
sonable preference  to  those  companies.  The  questions  in- 
volved in  these  throe  cases  are  so  similar  that  they  can  pro- 
])crly  be  consid(?red  and  disposed  of  together. 

The  material  facts  found  by  the  Commission  are  as  fol- 
lows : 

The  P(mnsylvnnia  Companies,  defendants  hen  in,  own  or 
control  connecting  lines  of  railroad  from  New  York  and  Phil- 
adelphia to  Cliicago  and  St.  Louis.  The  Xcjw  Y(uk  Central 
Company,  defendant,  owns  or  controls  connecting  lines  from 
New  York  to  Chicago.  Through  passenger  tickets  are  sold 
by  the  defendants  over  the  routes  they  control  to  the  terini- 
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nal  points  readied  by  their  respective  lines.  At  Chicago  the 
roads  of  the  complainants  have  their  eastern  termini  in 
proximity  to  the  termini  of  the  defendants'  lines,  and  from 
there  extend  westerly  to  Kansas  City  and  other  points.  Sev- 
eral other  roads,  competitors  of  complainants,  also  lead  from 
Chicago  to  Kansas  City  and  other  western  points,  and  have 
substantially  similar  means  of  connection  with  the  defend- 
ants' lines  for  the  transfer  of  passengers  and  baggage. 

By  mutual  arrangement  between  the  various  companies 
whose  roads  form  continuous  lines  from  New  York,  Philadel- 
phia, and  other  places  on  the  routes  of  defendants'  roads  in 
New  York  and  Pennsylvania,  to  Kansas  City,  through  or  cou- 
pon passenger  tickets  have  been  sohl  by  the  defendant  com- 
panies at  their  stations  in  New  York  and  Pennsylvania,  over 
their  ow^n  respective  lines,  to  Chicago,  and  thence  to  Kansas 
City,  over  the  roads  of  the  complainants  or  other  such  con- 
necting roads  as  passengers  might  prefer.  For  passengers 
from  the  West  to  the  East  tlirough  tickets  of  a  like  character 
have  been  sold  by  the  complainants  and  other  companies, 
from  Kansas  City  to  points  on  the  roads  of  the  defendants 
desired  to  be  reached  by  travelers,  in  New  York,  Pennsylva- 
nia, or  other  States.  Through  tickets  of  this  character  with 
corresponding  checking  of  baggage  are  a  manifest  accommo- 
dation to  travelers,  and  aflford  material  facilities  in  making 
long  journeys.  In  the  sale  of  these  tickets  the  company 
selling  them  was  understood  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  other 
roads  over  which  the  traveler  might  pass  on  his  journey,  and 
each  company  was  deemed  responsible  to  the  traveler  for  its 
own  acts  in  conveying  the  holder  of  the  ticket. 

For  several  years  prior  to  the  5th  of  April,  1887,  when  the 
Act  to  liegulate  Commerce  todk  eflect,  substantially  all  the 
railroad  companies  of  the  country,  including  the  complain- 
ants and  defendants,  paid  commissions,  varying  in  amount 
from  tw^o  dollars  to  five  dollars  a  ticket,  to  the  ticket  agents 
of  other  companies  by  whom  the  through  tickets  were  sold. 
These  commissions  sometimes  aggregated  as  much  as  the 
salaries  paid  the  ticket  agents  by  the  companies  that  em- 
ployed tliem.  The  commissions  paid  by  complainants  and 
Kome  other  companies  since  the  first  of  April  last  have  been 


CHICAGO  AND  ALTON  U.  R.  CO.  V.  PENNSYLVANIA  CO.,  ETC.        89 

fixed  by  agreement  at  one  dollar  a  ticket  from  Chicago  to 
Kansas  Citv. 

The  defendant  companies  and  some  others  for  about  two 
years  have  made  earnest  efforts  to  abate  the  practice  of  pay- 
ing commissions.  The  testimony  shows  that  the  commissions 
paid  on  through  tickets  have  usually  amounted  to  from  twen- 
ty to  tw^nty-tive  per  cent,  of  the  receipts  from  such  sales,  and 
that  the  official  reports  of  the  companies  have  concealed  this 
expense,  and  only  showed  the  net  receipts  from  passenger 
tickets  after  deducting  the  commissions. 

About  a  month  before  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  be- 
came operative  the  defendant  companies  took  steps  to  pro- 
cure agreements  with  their  connecting  companies  to  abolish 
tlie  commission  business  altogether. 

With  this  end  in  view  they  sent  printed  circulars,  on  or 
about  the  15th  of  March  last,  to  their  connecting  companies, 
expressing  their  willingness  to  continue  to  act  as  agents  in 
the  sale  of  through  tickets,  and  stating  the  nature  of  the 
agreement  required.  The  circidar  of  the  Pennsylvania  Com- 
pany stated  as  follows : 

"  In  view  of  the  severe  penalties  for  infractions  of  the  law, 
neither  of  these  companies  can  consent  to  act  as  agents  for 
your  company  (if  3'ou  should  desire  it  to  do  so)  in  the  issu- 
ance and  sale  of  through  tickets  except  upon  the  following 
conditions  : 

**  F"ti\st:  Your  authoritv  to  so  act. 

**  Secotul,  Your  agreement  that  the  proposed  joint  tariffs 
will  be  satisfactorv. 

"  TliinJ,  Your  agreement  not  to  issue  or  cause  to  be  issued 
any  new  forms  of  through  tickets  over  any  of  our  lines  with- 
out our  formal  consent  thereto. 

"  Fitiirth,  Your  promise  not  to  pay,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, a  commission  or  any  consideration  whatsoever  to 
a^ent^  or  employees  of  these  companies,  or  to  any  otlier 
j)erson  or  persons,  on  account  of  the  purchase  or  sale  of 
tickets  issued  by  either  of  these  companies  at  its  regidar 
ticket  offices,  or  at  other  places  in  the  territory  adjacent 
thereto. 

*'  Fifth,  Your  agreement  to  confine  your  own  issue  of  tickets 
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and  orders  for  tickets  or  transportation  exclusively  to  offices 
immediately  on  the  line  of  railroad  controlled  by  your  own 
company,  thereby  permitting  us  to  ticket  all  passengers  over 
your  line  or  lines,  at  lawful  rates,  from  all  points  w^here 
either  of  these  companies  has  a  line  of  railroad  and  you  have 
none. 

*•  If  it  be  your  desire  these  companies  will  cheerfully  con- 
tinue to  act  as  agents  for  your  company  on  and  after  April 
1st,  1887,  upon  similar  premises  and  conditions  to  those  above 
cited." 

The  circular  of  the  Pennsylvania  Eailroad  Company  was 
identical  in  this  respect  with  that  of  the  New  York  Central 
Company  hereinafter  set  forth. 

The  complainant,  the  Chicago  and  Alton  Railroad  Compa- 
ny, received  these  circulars  signed  by  the  general  passenger 
agents  of  the  Pennsylvania  Company,  and  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company,  respectively,  and  refused  to  enter  into 
the  agreement  proposed,  claiming  the  right  to  continue  to 
pay  commissions  to  the  agents  of  the  Pennsylvania  compa- 
nies upon  their  sales  of  thrcmgh  tickets. 

The  circular  sent  by  the  New  York  Central  Company  and 
the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  contained  the  following 
statement : 

"  In  view  of  the  severe  penalties  to  be  inflicted  in  cases  of 
violations  of  the  law,  this  company  cannot  consent  to  act  as 
agent  for  any  other  company  in  the  issuance  of  through 
tickets,  unless  notified  that  it  is  authorized  to  so  act,  that  the 
proposed  joint  tariff  will  be  satisfactory  for  the  time,  and  that 
the  companies  whose  authority  is  thus  obtained  will  refrain 
from  the  payment  of  a  commission,  drawback,  rebate,  or  any 
form  of  consideration  to  the  agents  or  employees  of  this  cora- 
])any,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  on  account  of  the 
purchase  or  sale  of  this  company's  issue  of  tickets  in  the  ter- 
ritory adjacent  to  our  lines." 

The  complainant,  The  Chicago,  Rock  Island  and  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  received  a  copy  of  the  circular  of  the 
New  Ycnk  Central  Company  containing  this  statement,  and 
refused  to  consent  thereto,  claiming  the  right  to  continue  to 
pay  commissions. 
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A  large  preponderance  of  the  companies  to  which  these  cir- 
culars were  addressed  assented  to  the  propositions  they  con- 
tained, and  signed  agreements  to  make  them  eflfective. 

From  seventy  to  eighty  per  cent,  of  the  companies  having 
connections  with  the  Pennsylvania  systems  agreed  to  dis- 
continue commissions.  Of  two  hundred  and  thirty-four 
companies  to  which  the  circulars  of  the  New  York  Central 
Company  were  addressed,  two  hundred  and  fifteen  assented, 
and  only  nineteen  refused.  A  large  number  of  other  com- 
panies in  the  territory  east  of  the  Mississippi  and  Illinois 
rivers,  and  the  eastern  shore  of  Lake  Michigan,  and  twenty- 
nine  Southern  companies,  one  hundred  and  ten  in  all,  en- 
tered into  similar  agreements.  Sixteen  companies  in  the 
territory  named,  and  three  Southern  companies,  refused.  It 
also  appeared  by  the  complainants'  testimony  that  of  two 
hundred  and  thirty-six  roads  with  which  they  do  business, 
including  all  of  the  New  England  roads,  all  excej^t  twelve 
agree  to  allow  commissions.  On  account  of  the  refusal  of 
tlie  complainant  companies  to  disc(mtiiiue  the  payment  of 
commissions  to  tlie  agents  of  the  defendant  companies,  and 
to  agree  to  refrain  from  that  practice,  the  defendants, 
after  the  4th  of  April  last,  refused  to  sell  through  tickets 
over  the  comj^lainants'  roads  from  Chicago  and  St.  Louis 
to  Kansas  City,  and  still  refuse  solely  for  those  reasons. 
They  express  their  willingness  to  sell  through  tickets  over 
the  complainants'  roads  whenever  they  will  agree  to  dis- 
continue commissions  upon  the  defendants'  issue  of  tickets. 
The  defendants  continue  to  sell  through  tickets  over  the 
connecting  roads  of  companies  that  have  assented  to  the 
agreements.  The  testimony  does  not  show  that  the  defen- 
dants have  knowingly  sold  through  tickets  since  the  4th  of 
April  over  the  roads  of  companies  that  have  refused  to  enter 
into  the  agreements. 

On  these  facts  the  complainants  aver  that  the  defendants 
refuse  to  afford  to  them  reasonable,  proper,  and  equal  facili- 
ties for  receiving,  forwarding,  and  delivering  passengers,  and 
f;ive  undue  preference  to  competing  roads,  in  contravention 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

The  defendants  deny  that  they  have  violated  the  provisions 
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of  tlie  Act,  and  claim  that  they  have  the  exclusive  right  to 
control  their  own  agents,  to  lix  the  amount  of  their  compensa- 
tion and  to  pay  it  themselves  ;  that  the  payment  of  commis- 
sions by  other  companies  is  demoralizing  to  their  agents,  and 
often  leads  to  discriminations  to  passengers  for  roads  paying 
large  commissions,  by  division  of  the  commission  between 
the  agent  and  the  passenger ;  that  commissions  consume  a 
considerable  percentage  of  the  revenue  from  the  sale  of 
through  tickets  ;  that  without  commissions  all  connecting 
roads  stand  on  a  basis  of  equality,  and  passengers  select  their 
own  routes  uninfluenced  by  agents  having  an  interest  in  tlie 
form  of  commissions  in  persuading  them  to  choose  some  par- 
ticular route. 

The  thirteenth  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce 
provides  that,  for  anything  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  by 
any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  in 
contravention  of  the  provisions  thereof,  ai)plication  may  be 
made  to  the  Commission  by  petition,  which  shall  briefly  state 
the  facts,  and  the  further  proceedings  to  be  taken  by  the 
Commission  are  then  specified.  This  indicates  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Commission  in  respect  to  complaints  by  persons 
or  corporations  for  the  causes  described.  The  offences  of 
.  which  the  Commission  has  cognizance  are  anything  done  or 
omitted  to  be  done  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act. 

In  the  cases  under  consideration  it  is  necessary  that  it 
should  reasonably  appear  that  the  acts  of  the  defendants  of 
which  complaint  is  made  are  in  contj-avention  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act.  This  involves  the  question  whether  the 
act  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  defendants,  without  any  agree- 
ment or  arrangement  for  the  purpose,  to  sell  through  tickets 
over  the  roads  of  the  complainants,  and  also  whether  the 
complainants  can  insist  on  paying  commissions  to  the  agents 
of  the  defendants,  notwithstanding  the  opposition  of  the  de- 
fendants thereto.  Railroad  corporations  in  the  States  nn^ 
creations  of  the  State  governments,  and  their  powers  an<l 
duties  are  defined  by  their  charters  or  by  general  laws.  In 
the  Territories,  which  are  subject  to  the  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion of  Congress,  railroads  may  be  chartered  by  the  Federal 
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Government  or  by  its  authority.  The  Act  to  Beguhxte  Com- 
merce does  not  make  it  the  duty  of  State  railroads  to  organize 
and  operate  througli  lines  of  transportation,  consisting  of 
separate  roads  owned  by  different  companies.  The  organ- 
ization of  such  lines  is  left  under  the  act  to  the  voluntary 
aeticm  of  railroad  companies,  as  it  existed  previously.  But 
when  railroad  companies  associate  to  constitute  through  lines 
for  interstate  traffic,  they  become  agencies  of  commerce,  as  the 
courts  have  adjudged,  and  in  the  conduct  of  the  business  so 
assumed,  voluntarily  subject  themselves  to  the  contrc^l  of 
Congress  under  the  power  contained  in  the  Constitution, 
*'  To  regulate  commerce  w4th  foreign  nations,  and  among  the 
several  States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes."  Congressional  re- 
gulation is  necessarily  exercised  by  laws  enacted  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  the  extent  of  the  regulation  intended  is  measured 
by  the  terms  of  the  law.  The  law  in  this  instance  does  not 
in  terms  require  one  railroad  company  to  sell  through  tickets 
over  the  road  of  another  company.  It  is  substantially  a  re- 
l)roduction  of  the  corresponding  provision  of  the  English 
Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act  of  1854,  under  which  the  Eng- 
lish companies  claim  they  were  not  authorized  to  sell  through 
tickets  over  other  roads. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  authority,  one  railroad  com- 
pany can  only  sell  tickets  and  check  baggage  over  the  road 
of  another  company  by  agreement.  The  English  statute  of 
1873,  amending  the  act  of  1854,  was  (enacted  to  give  this  au- 
thority and  to  make  its  performance  a  duty. 

That  statute,  so  far  as  material,  is  as  follows:  "The  said 
facilities  to  be  so  afforded  are  hereby  declannl  to,  and  shall, 
include  the  due  and  reasonable  receiving,  forwarding,  and 
delivering,  by  every  railway  company  and  canal  company, 
and  railway  and  canal  company,  at  the  request  of  any  other 
such  company,  of  through  traffic  to  and  from  the  railway  or 
canal  of  any  other  such  company,  at  through  rates,  tolls,  or 
fares."  As  no  such  provision  exists  in  oui>  statute,  the  deci- 
sions of  the  English  commission  and  courts  relating  to  through 
booking,  founded  on  a  statute  declaring  in  terms  the  duty  of 
"through  rates,  tolls,  and  fares,"  under  which  through  book- 
ing is  mandatory,  are  not  applicable. 
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By  agreement  between  companies,  however,  through  tickets 
very  properly  are  sold  and  used  over  connecting  roads,  as  a 
convenience  of  passenger  traffic,  and  an  inducement  for  pat- 
ronage. Such  tickets  very  evidently  are  a  great  convenience 
to  travellers,  and  perhaps  to  connecting  roads  ;  but  they  are 
a  part  of  the  voluntary  arrangements  for  business  purposes, 
like  joint  tariffs,  interchange  of  cars,  and  common  use  of  de- 
pots. It  being  therefore,  under  our  statute,  matter  of  mutual 
agreement  whether  coupon  or  through  tickets  shall  be  sold 
by  a  railroad  company  over  roads  of  other  companies,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  form  of  such  tickets,  and  the  manner  of  their 
sale,  are  also  matters  of  agreement  by  the  companies  inteiv 
ested.  If  companies  can  agree  upon  their  tariffs,  the  form  of 
their  tickets,  and  how  they  should  be  sold,  they  have  the 
right  to  do  so,  and  by  such  agreement  become  interstate  car- 
riers, but  if  they  cannot  agree  the  act  does  not  undertake  to 
coerce  them  to  do  business  together  upon  terms  that  may  be 
justly  objectionable  or  injurious. 

It  is  true  as  urged  by  complainants  that  the  third  section 
of  the  act  requires  that  "every  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act  shall,  acc^ording  to  their  respective  pow- 
ers, aflford  all  reasonable,  proper,  and  equal  facilities  for  the 
interchange  of  traffic  between  their  respective  lines,  and  for 
the  receiving,  forwarding,  and  delivering  of  passengers  and 
property  to  and  from  their  several  lines,  and  those  connect- 
ing therewith,  and  shall  not  discriminate  in  their  rates  and 
charges  between  such  connecting  lines." 

Through  tickets  are  not  indispensable  for  these  purposes  ; 
but  assuming  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  that  they  may 
be  deemed  **  facilities "  for  the  receiving,  forwarding,  and 
delivering  of  passengers  to  connecting  lines,  carriers  are 
only  required  to  afTord  reasonable,  proper,  and  equal  facili- 
ties. They  are  not  required  to  afford  special,  unreasonable, 
improper,  or  unequal  facilities. 

This  presents  the  question  whether  the  payment  of  com- 
missions is  in  itself,  or  as  incidental  to  the  enjoyment  of  a 
facility,  reasonable  and  proper  within  the  purview  of  the 
statute.  The  facility  of  through  tickets  is  equally  offered  to 
all,  and  may  be  enjoyed  without  commissions.    If  the  com- 
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pany  selling  the  tickets  should  charge  a  commission  it  would 
doubtless  be  regarded  as  an  imposition,  and  therefore  unrea- 
sonable and  improper.  These  commissions  are  gratuities  to 
induce  special  efforts  for  the  company  paying  them.  If  the 
statute  does  not  give  one  company  authority  to  subsidize 
the  agents  of  another  company,  and  if  the  practice  is  in- 
jurious in  its  effects,  it  certainly  cannot  be  reasonable  and 
proper. 

The  statute  does  not  divest  a  railroad  company  of  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  control  its  own  internal  affairs,  to  employ  its 
own  agents,  to  regulate  their  duties,  and  to  pay  them  such 
compensation  as  it  may  deem  proper.  The  right  of  owner- 
ship of  railroad  property,  with  the  power  of  control  over 
i^mployecs  and  management  of  the  property,  is  as  absolute 
under  the  act  as  before  its  passage.  The  regulation  of  com- 
merce between  the  States,  which  is  all  that  the  act  contem- 
plates, does  not  involve  community  of  property,  or  joint 
eontrol  of  subonli nates  among  the  several  comj)anies  that 
honor  through  tickets.  The  corporate  powers  of  every  com- 
pitny,  for  all  administrative  and  governing  purposes  within 
its  prescribed  sphere,  remain  unimpaired.  With  the  legiti- 
mate exercise  of  these  powers  another  company  has  no  con- 
cern, and  no  right  to  intermeddle. 

For  the  proper  government  of  their  own  subordinates  the 
defendant  companies  have  forbidden  their  agents  to  receive 
commissions  from  other  companies,  and  directed  them  not  to 
sell  tickets  over  roads  of  com[)anies  that  refuse  to  recognize 
tliis  corporate  authority,  but  insist  on  subsidizing  the  agents. 
In  these  directions  ih6  defendants  have  not  transcended  their 
reasonable  rights.  One  person  or  corporation  has  no  right 
to  interfere  with  the  employees  of  another,  and  the  statute 
does  not  disturb  this  old  and  sound  principle. 

Tlie  defendants  might  rest  upon  their  right  to  control  the 
official  conduct  of  their  own  agents.  But  they  go  further  and 
.show  by  evidence  the  practical  effects  of  commissions,  and 
that  their  natural  and  usual  tendency  is  to  a  variety  of 
abuses.  A  witness  of  experience  and  large  opportunities  ic: 
observation  testifies  as  follows  : 

"  It  is  in  the  articles  of  the  organization  of  the  Pennsyl- 
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vania  Company,  and  I  believe  in  the  organization  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Railroad,  that  any  officer,  no  matter  who,  from 
president  down,  shall  not  be  permitted  to  receive  any  com- 
pensation from  any  other  corj>oration,  without  a  resolution 
of  the  board  of  directors  to  tliat  effect ;  and  all  the  salaries 
and  compensation  so  received  are  required  to  be  covered  into 
the  treasury  of  the  Pennsylvania  Company  and  accounted 
for.  This  is  done  simply  for  the  reason,  that  we  do  not  be- 
lieve any  railroad  company  can  properly  conduct  its  affairs 
when  it  permits  its  agents  and  employees  to  receive  compen- 
sation for  doing  the  same  service  for  other  companies.  We 
know  we  had  in  our  examination  of  this  matter  found  that 
some  of  our  ticket  agents  were  receiving  a  greater  amount  of 
commissions  from  foreign  railroad  companies  than  we  were 
paying  them  salaries,  and  instead  of  being  our  employees, 
they  were  the  employees  of  the  other  raihoad  companies, 
and  so  far  as  our  company  was  concerned  we  lost  control  of 
them  entirelv." 

He  further  testified  that  the  commissions  were  paid  for 
two  purposes  ;  one  was  for  the  j^urpose  of  inducing  the  agent 
to  seH  tickets  over  lines  which  paid  the  commission,  by  pay- 
ing him  a  sum  of  money  for  so  doing,  and  so  largo  a  sum  as 
would  enable  him  to  pay  a  portion  of  it  to  the  party  whose 
traffic  he  wished  to  obtain. 

Another  witness  testified  that  he  had  personal  knowledge 
of  a  great  many  cases,  too  numerous  to  be  cited,  where  ticket 
agents  had  divided  the  commission  with  the  passenger,  there- 
by constituting  a  difi'erent  fare  for  the  same  ticket  for  the 
same  company ;  that  connecting  lines  gave  agents  of  initial 
companies  orders  to  divide  these  commissions,  contrary,  in 
a  great  many  cases,  to  the  orders  of  the  company  by  which 
the  agents  were  employed  ;  that  these  commissions  had  been 
for  base  purposes  and  to  demoralize  the  agents. 

A  practice  capable  of  producing,  and  having  a  tendency  to 
produce,  results  thus  described,  cannot  be  reasonable  or  pro- 
per, and  a  railroad  company  is  fully  justified  in  the  use  of  all 
lawful  precautions  to  protect  itself  and  its  agents  against 
such  invasions  of  its  corporate  authority,  and  of  its  business 
morality.     According  to  the  testimony,  the  defendants  are 
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supported  in  their  position  on  this  question  by  a  very  large 
majority  of  connecting  roads,  showing  a  decided  preponder- 
ance of  opinion  against  the  practice. 

The  complainants  insist  that  the  payment  of  commissions 
is  only  additional  compensation  for  services  rendered  by  the 
agents,  and  that  they  have  the  right  to  pay  them. 

An  officer  of  one  of  the  complainants  in  answer  to  the 
question,  what  object  is  to  be  accomplished  by  paying  an 
agent  commissions  by  different  companies,  if  he  has  already 
a  full  salary  from  the  company  which  employs  him,  testified : 
"  I  should  say  to  induce  him  to  sell  their  tickets  in  the  first 
place,  and  the  next  place  to  explain  the  routes  which  lead 
from  one  city  to  another,  and  that  he  may  be  able  to  make 
himself  advantageous  to  the  passenger  who  is  in  New  York 
City  who  is  not  posted  on  the  routes  west  of  Chicago."    " 

The  claim  of  the  complainants  was  stated  by  their  coun- 
sel as  follows  :  "  We  simply  claim  that  we  have  the  right  to 
pay  anybody  for  services  rendered,  and  that  we  have  the 
right  to  determine  whether  it  shall  be  by  salary  or  commis- 


sions." 


The  scope  of  the  complainants'  position  is  clearly  presented 
by  these  statements.  It  is  the  distinct  assertion  of  a  right  of 
one  corporation  to  employ  and  pay,  for  its  own  interests,  an 
official  servant  of  another  corporation  to  which  his  service  is 
primarily  and  exclusively  due.  A  theory  of  this  character 
ought  not  to  be,  and  is  not,  recognized  in  business  affairs,  or 
in  official  life.  A  divided  service  between  many  masters 
cannot  be  satisfactory  to  any,  and  as  a  rule  is  injurious  to 
the  person  so  employed. 

It  follows  from  these  views,  that  the  defendant  companies 
in  prohibiting  their  agents  from  receiving  commissions  and 
in  refusing  to  sell  through  tickets  over  the  road^  of  complain- 
ants while  they  insist  on  paying  commissions  to  defendants^ 
agents,  have  not  contravened  the  provisions  of  the  act.  The 
defendants  seasonably  and  fairly  offered  to  afford  all  reason- 
able, proper,  and  equal  facilities  for  the  receiving  and  deliv- 
ering of  passengers  to  and  from  their  several  lines,  and  those 
connecting  therewith,  and  did  not  discriminate  in  any  re- 
spect between  such  connecting  lines.    In  requiring  the  cos- 
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sation  of  commissions  to  their  agents,  when  entering  into 
business  arrangements  with  connecting  roads,  the  defend- 
ants only  demanded  what  was  reasonable  and  proper,  and 
the  complainants,  by  their  refusal  to  refrain  from  paying 
commissions  on  tickets  issued  by  defendants,  voluntarily  ex- 
cluded themselves  from  the  reasonable,  proper,  and  equal 
facilities  offered  to  them  in  common  with  all  other  connect- 
ing lines. 

The  complaints  in  these  several  proceedings  must  there- 
fore be  dismissed. 

All  concur  except  Commissioner  Morrison. 

Commissioner  Morrison  dissenting : 

The  same  question  is  made  in  these  several  cases  which, 
for'convenience,  may  be  considered  as  presented  in  the  case 
of  the  Chicago  and  Alton  Bailroad  Company  against  the 
Pennsylvania  Company. 

At  Chicago  these  companies,  complainant  and  defendant, 
occupy  the  same  depot  with  the  Chicago,  Burlington  and 
Quincy  Railroad  Company,  a  competitor  of  the  Chicago  and 
Alton  road  for  Chicago  and  Kansas  City  business. 

Before  the  **  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce "  was  passed,  the 
Pennsylvania  company  was  accustomed  to  sell  through  tickets 
over  its  line,  and  the  lines  of  both  the  Chicago  and  Alton, 
and  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Railroad  Companies. 
Up  to  that  time  it  had  been  the  custom  of  railroad  compa- 
nies, including  the  parties  to  this  suit,  and  the  said  Chicago, 
Burlington  and  Quincy  Company,  to  offer  and  to  pay  com- 
missions for  the  sale  of  tickets  over  their  lines.  After  the 
enactment  of  the  said  law,  the  defendant,  assuming  the  pay- 
ment of  such  commissions  to  be  in  conflict  therewith,  refused 
to  continue  the  sale  of  tickets  over  such  of  its  connecting 
lines  (including  the  complainant's),  as  might  continue  to 
pay  or  offer  to  pay  commissions.  The  conditions,  upon 
which  the  defendant  would  continue  the  sale  of  complain- 
ant's tickets,  appear  above  in  the  circular  letter  of  March  15, 
1887,  clauses  four  and  five,  and  to  which  defendant  made  its 
request  for  prompt  reply,  "to  prevent  inconvenience  to  the 
travelling  public." 
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The  Chicago  and  Alton  Company  refused  compliance  with 
ihese  conditions,  and  continued  to  o£fer  commissions  to  the 
agents  of  other  conpanies,  including  the  agents  of  the  de- 
fendant. The  defendant  continued  in  its  refusal  to  sell 
through  tickets  over  complainant's  line.  The  Chicago,  Bur- 
lington and  Quincy  Company,  while  continuing  to  offer  com- 
missions to  the  agents  of  other  companies  than  the  defendant, 
assented  to  the  conditions  of  the  defendant,  and  defendant 
continued  the  sale  of  through  tickets  over  the  line  of  the 
Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Company. 

These  facts  are  undisputed,  and  they  present  the  simple 
question,  whether  a  common  carrier,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  said  act,  may  withhold  from  a  railroad  company  and 
those  who  wish  to  use  it,  the  same  equal  facilities  for  the 
"interchange  of  traflSc,"  and  "forwarding  and  delivery  of 
passengers  and  property,"  afforded  to  a  competing  line  and 
those  who  use  it,  until  the  prescribed  line  shall  promise  not 
to  offer  or  pay  commissions  to  the  agents  of  the  company 
exacting  such  promise. 

The  provision  in  the  third  section  of  the  Interstate  Law 
fixing  the  duties  of  companies  operating  connecting  lines, 
says : 

"  Every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  shall,  according  to  their  respective  powers,  afford  all 
reasonable,  proper,  and  equal  facilities  for  the  interchange 
of  traffic  between  their  respective  lines,  and  for  the  receiv- 
ing, forwarding,  and  delivery  of  passengers  and  property  to 
and  from  their  several  lines  and  those  connecting  therewith." 

By  this  provision,  the  operation  of  through  lines  with 
through  ticketing  and  checking  of  baggage  would  seem  to 
be,  not  a  matter  of  agency  or  agreement  dependent  on  the 
voluntary  action  of,  or  contract  between,  railroad  companies, 
but  a  public  duty  imposed  by  law.  So  the  English  statute 
on  the  same  subject  is  construed,  and  our  statute  is  substan- 
tially  the  English  statute  of  1854,  as  amended  in  1873,  cited 
in  the  report  of  the  Commission  above.  With  the  English 
statutes  the  English  interpretation  of  thier  meaning  be- 
comes important  by  a  familiar  rule  of  construction.  And 
this  view  is  supported  by  the  7th  section  of  the  ''Act  to 
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Begulate  Commerce,"  the  obvioiis  meaning  of  which  is,  that 
connecting  lines  are  to  be  treated  as  continuous  or  through 
lines  for  the  purposes  of  commerce  "among  the  several 
States." 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  avers  that  "  it  is  ready,  and 
has  been  since  the  5th  of  April,  1887,  to  instruct  its  agents 
to  sell  tickets  over  complainant's  railway,  and  to  afford  the 
complainant  equal  facilities  with  other  railway  companies 
in  this  respect,  provided  the  complainant  will  cease,  as  other 
companies  have  ceased  (including  the  Chicago,  Burlington 
and  Quincy  Bailroad  Company),  to  offer  and  to  pay  commis- 
sions, bribes,  or  gratuities  to  respondent's  agents  for  the  sale 
of  tickets."  The  defendant  here  virtually  admits  its  refusal 
to  sell  tickels  over  complainant's  line  to  be  a  refusal  of  equal 
facilities,  and  has  admitted  it  by  conceding  it  to  others.  It 
should  not,  therefore,  be  allowed  to  deny  the  same  equal 
facilities  to  complainant. 

But,  waiving  the  question  whether,  under  the  above  clause 
of  section  3  of  said  act,  it  is  the  duty  of  carriers  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  said  act,  to  furnish  to  the  traveller  who 
demands  and  is  ready  to  pay  for  it  a  through  ticket  as  a 
"  reasonable  facility,"  yet  it  can  hardly  be  questioned  that  if 
the  carriers  of  the  country  choose  to  do  so  as  to  one  connect- 
ing line,  must  do  so  as  to  others.  A  common  carrier  may 
not  make  discriminations  whereby  it  will  afford  A  a  facility 
if  he  will  take  the  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy,  and  deny 
it  to  B  because  he  will  take  the  Chicago  and  Alton  road. 
And  this  is  precisel}'^  what  the  defendant  insists  it  may  law- 
fully do. 

The  defendant  rests  the  refusal  to  afford  the  same  equal 
facilities  to  the  complainant,  and  to  those  who  travel  over 
complainant's  line,  which  defendant  affords  to  the  Chicago, 
Burlington  and  Quincy  Company  and  those  who  travel  over 
its  line,  on  the  refusal  of  complainant  to  discontinue  pay- 
ment or  the  offer  of  payment  of  commissions  to  the  agents  of 
other  lines,  including  defendant's,  which  defendant  condems 
as  an  objectionable  and  demoralizing  practice,  and  which  it 
characterizes  as  bribes  disguised  in  the  form  of  commissions. 
It  already  appears  that  the  defendant,  with  other  common 
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carriers,  has  long  participated  in  this  practice,  which  is  yet 
very  general.     In  the  said  Act,  pooling,  rebates,  drawbacks, 
and  all  unjust  discriminations  are  declared  to  be  illegal.   The 
paying  or  offering  to  pay  commissions  on  the  sale  of  tickets 
is  not.     In  ten  or  more  years  of  the  Interstate  Congressional 
contests,  these  commissions  were  not  mentioned  in  any  bill 
presented  or  report  made  to   the  House  or  Senate.     But, 
independent   of  the  legality,   or  any  question   of  domestic 
policy   as  to    payment  of  commissions  between   the   com- 
panies whose  roads  make  connecting  lines,  the  public,  or  so 
much  of  the  public  as  may  desire  to  travel  over  complain- 
ant's line,  is  entitled  to  that  reasonable  and  equal  facility 
afforded  to  those  who  seek  the  competing  linB.     It  is  no 
answer  to  the  public  desirous  of  using  railways  as  a  con- 
tinuous line,  that  there  are  differences  as  to  the  rights  of 
companies  among  themselves.    And  so  the  law  is  declared  in 
the  case  of  Hammans  et  al.  v.  Great  Western  i?y.,  4  K'y  &  Can. 
Traf.  Cases,  181. 

In  any  view  of  the  case,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  defendant 
must  sell  through  tickets  to  those  who  want  them  over  the 
Chicago  and  Alton  road,  as  it  does  over  the  Chicago,  Bur- 
lington and  Quincy.  And  I  dissent  from  the  views  of  my 
associates  with  greater  diffidence,  for  the  reason  that  this 
question  is  presented  both  as  a  question  of  law  and  of  rail- 
road ethics  or  morals.  I  would  not  willingly  delay  any  re- 
form in  railroad  administration,  nor  hinder  the  defendant  in 
any  well-meant  effort  to  reform  itself,  which  is  the  measure 
of  its  present  effort,  for  it  only  exacts  from  companies  with 
connecting  lines  that  they  shall  discontinue  the  offer  of  com- 
missions to  its  own,  while  they  offer  them  to  the  agents  of 
all  other  companies.  The  payment  of  commissions  may  be 
subject  to  such  abuses  as  to  demand  discontinuance,  but 
until  declared  illegal,  they  should  not  be  made  to  excuse 
common  carriers  from  the  performance  of  obligations  to  the 
public,  to  enforce  which  obligations  was  the  object  of  the 
law  creating  this  Commission. 
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WILLIAM  M.  HOLBBOOK  AND  OTHEBS  v.  THE  ST. 
PAUL,  MINNEAPOLIS,  AND  MANITOBA  BAIL- 
BOAD  COMPANY. 

July  14,  1887. 

No  order  can  be  made  against  a  railroad  company  on  a  complaint  which 

is  not  supported  by  evidence. 
If  a  railroad  company  avows  a  purpose  to  comply  with  the  law,  it  must  be 

assumed  that  it  will  do  so,  and  is  doing  so,  until  there  is  evidence  that 

the  purpose  is  not  lived  up  to. 

W,  JE.  Smithy  for  complainant. 
S.  S.  Burdetty  for  defendant. 

MEMORANDUM. 

The  petition  in  this  case,  which  was  filed  April  18, 1887, 
avers  that  the  complainants  during  the  last  fall  and  winter, 
for  nearly  two  months,  were  denied  cars  by  the  defendant 
company;  and  fearing  that  the  course  of  the  defendant  will  be 
similar  the  coming  fall,  and  thinking  the  present  a  proper  time 
to  bring  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Commission,  that 
the  apprehended  inconvenience  may  be  avoided,  the  com- 
plainants apply  to  the  Commission  for  some  proper  and 
adequate  remedy.  The  reason  given  for  the  failure  to  sup- 
ply cars  to  the  complainants  is  stated  to  be,  that  the  defendant 
has  been  engaged  in  constructing  an  extension  of  the  road, 
and  has  used  its  rolling-stock  for  that  purpose,  thus  making 
itself  a  preferred  shipper. 

As  the  facts  stated  did  not  show  any  violation  of  the  law 
occurring  since  the  Act  was  passed  under  which  the  Com- 
mission is  acting,  but  only  a  fear  that  there  might  be  such  a 
violation,  the  Commission  might  with  entire  propriety  have 
advised  the  parties  that  they  should  wait  until  it  was  seen 
whether  their  fears  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant were  to  be  realized ;  the  Commission  having  no  author- 
ity to  anticipate  violations  of  law,  or  to  issue  mandatory 
process  based  upon  suppositions  or  fears  that  any  such  vio- 
lations will  take  place.  But  as  it  was  quite  possible  the 
fears  which  were  asserted  might  not  be  wholly  groundless,  it 
was  deemed  proper  to  send  to  the  defendant  company  a  copy 
of  the  petition,  that  it  might  have  opportunity  for  explana- 
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iion,  and  also  for  giving  assurances  as  to  the  future  if  in- 
clined to  do  so. 

This  course  having  been  taken,  the  defendant  company 
answered,  excusing  its  failure  to  furnish  cars  during  the  time 
of  which  complaint  of  deficiency  was  made  by  the  complain- 
ants, and  averring  that  the  company  had  now  procured  an 
additional  quantity  of  cars,  so  that  it  was  believed  there 
would  hereafter  be  no  difficulty  in  handling  its  business 
promptly  and  without  delay.  A  copy  of  this  answer  was 
served  upon  the  complainants,  and  this  day  was  assigned  for 
a  public  hearing,  if  the  parties  or  either  of  them  desired  to 
have  one. 

The  complainants  have  not  appeared  to-day,  but  have  for- 
warded certain  affidavits  on  which  and  upon  the  pleadings, 
and  certain  facts  appearing  by  the  report  of  the  Bailroad 
Commission  of  Dakota,  they  desire  the  case  to  be  heard. 
The  affidavits  were  taken  ex  parte^  and  the  defendant  com- 
pany w^as  not  notified  to  appear  for  cross-examination  when 
they  were  taken.  They  are  not,  therefore,  legal  evidence,  and 
whatever  they  might  show,  we  could  not  base  a  judgment 
upon  them.  We  have  looked  into  them,  however,  enough  to 
satisfy  ourselves  that  they  do  not  show  any  violation  of  law 
committed  since  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  was  passed. 
Nor  does  any  such  violation  appear  from  anything  else  tc 
which  our  attention  is  called.  If,  therefore,  the  complaint 
was  sufficient  in  substance,  it  would  stand  without  evidence 
of  any  overt  acts  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
which  could  support  any  judgment  by  the  Commission,  or 
any  mandatory  order.  Under  these  circumstances  we  have 
no  discretion  but  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 

If  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  any  wrong  prior  to  April 
of  the  present  year,  we  can  not  for  such  wrong  call  it  to  ac- 
count, because  it  antedates  our  authority.  If  at  this  time 
the  defendant  avows  a  purpose  to  comply  with  the  law,  we 
must  not  only  assume  that  it  will  do  so,  but  we  must  act  up- 
on that  assumption  until  we  have  evidence  that  the  purpose  is 
not  lived  up  to.  At  this  time  we  have  no  such  evidence,  and 
tUese  proceedings  will  therefore  here  terminate. 

All  concur. 
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M.  A.  FULTON  v.  THE  CHICAGO,  ST.  PAUL,  MIN- 
NEAPOLIS,  AND  OMAHA  RAILROAD  CO. 

F.    D.    HARDING   v.    THE    SAME   COMPANY. 

CaUed  July  14, 18B7.— Decided  July  80,  1888.— No.  2. 

Where  complaint  is  made  of  rates  as  excessive^  the  burden  is  upon  com- 
plainant  to  make  proof  of  the  fact  alleged,  and  if  no  proofs  are  put  in 
by  either  party  the  complaint  will  be  dismissed.  This  held  in  a  case 
in  which  the  rates  were  much  higher  than  they  had  at  one  time  been 
on  the  same  line. 

FIRST  CASE. 

Britton  &  Gray^  for  defendant. 

EEPOBT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Bbagg,  Cor)iviissio)ier  : 

The  complaint  in  this  proceeding  was  filed  on  the  26th 
day  of  April,  1887.  It  avers,  in  substance,  that  daring  Feb- 
ruary and  March,  1887,  the  defendant  carried  a  very  large 
amount  of  freight  from  Chicago  to  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis 
at  less  than  half  the  rates  it  charged  at  the  time  of  the  filing 
of  this  complaint.  It  further  charges,  that  in  1886  the  rate 
complainant  paid  on  first-class  freight  from  Chicago  to  Hud- 
son was  forty  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  that  at  the  time 
the  complaint  was  filed  it  was  seventy-five  cents  per  hundred 
pounds.  It  also  avers,  that  in  1886  the  net  traffic  earnings 
of  the  defendant  at  its  then  rates  were  sufficient  during  that 
year  to  pay  interest  on  its  bonds,  dividends  on  preferred 
stock,  and  to  leave  remaining  in  its  treasury  a  surplus.  The 
complaint  relates  to  the  rates  between  Chicago  and  Hudson, 
a  distance  of  three-hundred  and  eighty-two  miles,  but  it 
also  charges  in  general  that  the  rates  at  intermediate  sta- 
tions between  these  points  are  exorbitant.  No  damages  are 
claimed. 

To  this  complaint- on  the  16th  day  of  May,  1887,  the  de- 
fendant filed  an  answer,  which  states,  in  substance,  that  the 
complaint  shows  on  its  face  that  the  complainant  has  sus- 
tained no  injury  or  damage.  It  further  states  that  the  rafes 
fixed  for  carrying  freights  from  Chicago  to  Hudson  and  other 
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points  between  Chicago  and  Hudson,  by  defendant  over  its 
line,  are  just  and  reasonable.  A  sworn  copy  of  the  tariff 
rates  of  the  defendant  in  force  on  and  after  April  5th,  1887, 
between  Chicago  and  Hudson  and  intermediate  points,  is 
made  a  part  of  the  answer,  as  is  also  a  sworn  copy  of  the 
tariff  rates  in  force  on  six  trunk  lines  in  the  territory  north 
and  west  of  Chicago,  for  distances  substantially  similar  to 
that  between  Chicago  and  Hudson  ;  also  a  sworn  compara- 
tive statement  of  the  tariff  rates  of  defendant  between 
Chicago  and  Hudson,  and  all  intermediate  points,  before  and 
after  April  5th,  1887.  It  further  avers  that  the  railroads 
between  Chicago  and  Hudson  are  owned  by  two  companies, 
namely,  the  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Railway  Company, 
owning  and  operating  the  line  from  Chicago  to  Elroy,  a 
distance  of  two  hundred  and  twelve  miles,  while  that  portion 
of  the  line  between  Elroy  and  Hudson,  a  distance  of  one 
hundred  and  seventy  miles,  is  owned  and  operated  by  the 
defendant ;  and  that  the  tariff  complained  of  is  the  joint  tariff 
made  by  the  said  two  companies. 

To  this  answer  of  the  defendant,  the  complainant  on  July 
11th,  1887,  filed  a  sworn  reply,  in  which  he  states,  in  sub- 
stance, that  in  June,  1887,  the  defendant  reduced  its  rates  of 
which  he  had  complained  from  five  per  cent,  to  one  hun- 
dred per  cent.,  thereby  confessing  that  his  complaint  was 
well  founded. 

Neither  party  has  offered  any  evidence.  The  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  petitioner  to  sustain  the  charges  set  forth  in 
his  petition,  by  evidence  which  shows  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty that  they  are,  in  substance,  true  ;  and  this  he  has  not 
done.  It  further  appears  from  the  sworn  reply  of  the  peti- 
tioner to  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  thai  while  he  admits 
that  the  rates  Jigainst  which  he  complained  have  been  re- 
duced by  the  defendant  from  five  per  cent,  to  one  hundred 
per  cent,  since  his  complaint  was  filed,  yet  he  does  not  make 
any  complaint  against  these  reduced  rates.  The  law  contem- 
plates that  when  complaint  is  made  a  carrier  may  change  its 
rates  before  a  hearing  is  had,  so  as  to  remedy  the  matter 
complained  of,  if  it  shall  see  proper  to  do  so.  As  there  is 
no  evidence  before  us  that  the  rates  of  the  defendant  now  in 
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force  are  unreasonable,  and,  in  fact,  no  complaint  against 
them,  the  petition  is  dismissed  without  prejudice. 
In  this  opinion  all  concur. 


SECOND    CASE. 

Bragg,  Commissioner: 

The  complaint  in  this  proceeding  was  filed  on  the  18th  of 
May,  1887,  and  charges,  in  substance,  that  during  the  months 
of  June,  July,  and  August,  in  the  year  1886,  the  defendant 
charged  complainant  on  twine  from  Chicago  to  Hudson  for 
the  "McCormick  Harvesters,"  fifteen  cents  per  hundred 
pounds ;  and  that  in  May,  1887,  the  defendant  charged 
freight  at  twenty-nine  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  the 
same  kind  of  shipments  and  between  the  same  points.  The 
complaint  avers  that  the  last-named  rate  is  unreasonable  and 
unjust,  but  no  damages  are  claimed. 

To  this  complaint  the  defendant  filed  an  answer  on  the  8th 
of  June,  1887,  in  which,  in  substance,  it  admits  that  during 
the  months  of  June,  July,  and  August,  in  the  year  1886,  it 
charged  fifteen  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  twine  from 
Chicago  to  Hudson,  but  avers  that  it  was  forced  to  do  so  by 
its  competitors,  who  charged  that  rate  from  Chicago  to  St. 
Paul,  and  that  this  rate  was  compulsory  upon  the  defendant, 
and  was  the  result  of  a  war  of  rates,  and  was  a  rate  that  was 
unreasonably  low.  It  further  states  that  from  November  the 
first,  1886,  to  April  fifth,  1887,  after  this  war  of  rates  had 
ended,  the  defendant  charged  twenty-six  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  on  such  shipments  from  Chicago  to  Hudson  ;  that 
from  April  fifth,  1887,  to  May  sixteenth,  1887,  the  defendant 
charged  twenty-  nine  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  such  ship- 
ments from  Chicago  to  Hudson ;  and  that  on  the  sixteenth  of 
May ^1887,  and  since  that  time,  the  defendant  has  chai*ged, 
and  is  now  charging,  twenty-five  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
(m  such  shipments  from  Chicago  to  Hudson.  The  defendant 
avers  that  each  of  these  charges,  namely,  twenty-six  cents 
per  hundred  pounds,  twenty-nine  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
and  twenty-five  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  were,  and  are. 
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each  of  them,  just  and  reasonable  charges  for  the  service 
rendered. 

Neither  party  has  offered  any  evidence.  The  burden  of 
prooi  is  on  the  petitioner  to  sustain  the  charges  averred  in 
his  petition  by  evidence  which  shows  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty that  they  are  in  substance  true — and  as  he  has  not 
done  this,  his  petition  is  dismissed  without  prejudice. 

In  this  opinion  all  concur. 


THE  PBOVIDENCE  COAL  COMPANY  v.  THE  PBOV- 
IDENCE  AND  WOECESTEE  EAILEOAD  CO. 

Tried  July  19th,  1887— Decided  July  23d,  1887. 

An  offer  by  a  railroad  compaDy  to  give  a  discount  to  any  consignee  who 
within  a  year  shall  receive  at  any  one  station  a  specified  amount  of 
freight,  which  offer  purports  to  be  made  to  secure  speedy  dispatch,  but 
is  not  conditioned  on  speedy  dispatch  being  made,  is  void,  and  if  a  dis- 
count is  made  to  one  dealer  in  pursuance  of  it,  all  others  will  be  enti- 
tled to  a  like  discount. 

If  the  real  consideration  of  the  offer  were  to  secure  speedy  dispatch,  it 
should  have  been  open  to  all  who  could  accept  it,  regardless  of  quantity. 

An  offer  of  a  special  discount  made  professedly  on  one  ground  in  the  pub- 
lished tariff,  cannot,  when  that  ground  fails,  be  supported  by  referring  it 
to  some  other  and  different  ground. 

A  railroad  company  cannot  support  a  discount  based  on  quantity  of  freight 
received  by  any  one  shipper,  on  the  principles  which  are  applied  among 
merchants,  whereby  they  give  better  prices  in  wholesale  than  in  retail 
dealings.  The  cases  are  not  analogous,  since  the  naming  of  the  quan- 
tity of  freight  that  shall  be  compared  to  wholesale  purchases  must 
necessarily  be  altogether  arbitrary,  and  the  duty  of  impartial  service 
which  the  company  owes  to  the  public  will  preclude  special  discrimina- 
tions being  determined  by  arbitrary  tests. 

The  Providence  and  Worcester  Railroad  Company  has  one  terminus  on  the 
river  in  Providence,  and  another  across  the  river  In  East  Providence ; 
the  one  in  Providence  having  been  first  constructed,  and  the  other  later, 
and  for  the  convenience  of  the  company.  From  the  Providence  termi- 
nus to  points  reached  from  both  the  distance  Is  slightly  the  loss.  The 
company  is  not  at  liberty  to  make  from  Providence  to  such  common 
points  higher  charges  than  from  East  Providence,  in  order  to  force  the 
business  to  the  latter  terminus,  and  would  be  chargeable  with  unjust 
discrimination  if  it  should  do  so. 

The  fact  that  a  railroad  company  for  many  years  has  paid  the  charge  for 
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hauling  freight  from  wharves  to  its  station,  does  not  bind  it  to  continue 
that  practice,  and  if  not  bound  by  contract,  it  may  stop  doing  so  at  any 
time. 

J,  TillingJiasty  for  complainant. 
JS.  Metcalfy  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION  OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

CoOLEY,  Chairman  : 

The  complainant  in  this  case  is  a  copartnership  composed 
of  Henry  C.  Clark  and  another,  doing  business  as  dealers  in 
coal  at  Providence,  Rhode  Island. 

The  petition  by  which  this  proceeding  was  commenced 
avers,  that  complainant  has  its  coal-yards  and  wharves  and 
place  of  business  upon  what  is  knowli  as  the  Dorrance-Street 
Wharf  estate,  upon  the  westerly  side  of  the  Providence  river, 
and  lying  between  said  river  and  Dyer  street,  which  estate 
is  owned  by  Henry  C.  Clark,  and  in  the  purchase  and  im- 
provement of  which  he  has  expended  large  sums  of  money 
for  the  purposes  of  said  business. 

That  the  main  line  of  defendants'  road  extends  from  Prov- 
idence to  Worcester,  Massachusetts,  but  it  has  also  a  branch 
road  extending  from  its  tide-water  pier  and  wharf  estate  in 
East  Providence,  Rhode  Island,  and  connecting  with  its  main 
line  at  Valley  Falls,  and  also  a  branch  road  extending  from 
its  main  line  at  or  near  its  freight  depot  in  Providence  across 
the  bridges  and  through  and  upon  Dyer  street  to  and  con- 
necting with  complainant's  wharf  estate,  and  with  other 
wharf  estates  upon  the  westerly  side  of  the  said  river,  and 
another  branch  road  extending  from  the  main  line  at  or  near 
its  said  freight  depot  across  the  bridges  and  through  and 
upon  South  Water  street  in  Providence,  and  connecting  with 
the  wharf  estates  there,  upon  the  easterly  side  of  the  river. 

That  said  Henry  C.  Clark,  when  the  Dyer-street  line  of 
said  railroad  was  first  laid,  acting  in  co-operation  with  de- 
fendant, expended  large  sums  of  money  in  laying  rails  upon 
his  wharf  estate,  and  in  making  switch  tracks  connecting  the 
same  with  said  street  line,  and  has  also  made  further  expen- 
ditures since  in  maintaining  the  same  to  accommodate  and 
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facilitate  the  transportation  of  coal  and  other  merchandise 
to  and  from  said  wharf  estate  over  the  roads  of  defendant. 

That  complainant  has  thus  the  facilities  for  selling  coal  for 
shipment  over  said  roads,  and  for  delivery  at  the  various 
stations  thereon,  if  transportation  can  be  obtained  therefor 
at  the  same  rates  of  freight  that  coal  is  transported  at  for 
other  parties ;  but  defendant,  in  contravention  of  complain- 
ant's rights  and  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  has  issued  a  tariflf  of  freight  rates  for  coal  over 
its  road  which  practically  excludes  complainants  and  many 
others  from  selling  and  delivering  coal  over  and  upon  the  line 
of  its  roads,  in  that,  besides  making  unjust  discrimination 
in  favor  of  shipments  consigned  to  its  East  Providence  wharf, 
by  receiving  such  shipments  free  of  wharfage  there,  it  also 
gives  undue  and  unreasonable  preferences  and  advantages  in 
making  a  discount  or  rebate  of  ten  per  cent.  "  to  any  person, 
firm,  or  corporation  who  shall  receive  consignments  of  coal 
in  any  one  year  amounting  to  30,000  tons  or  upwards,  at  any 
one  station  on  the  line  of  the  road ;"  it  being,  as  complainant 
avers,  well  understood  and  known  that  there  is  but  one  per- 
son on  the  whole  line  of  the  road  who,  under  the  unjust  dis- 
crimination made  by  the  defendant  in  Ids  favor,  has  ever  re- 
ceived, or  in  future,  under  the  unjust  discrimination  made  by 
the  published  tariff,  can  receive  30,000  tons  of  coal  in  any 
one  year  at  any  one  station  upon  the  road,  namely,  a  dealer 
at  Worcester  in  whose  favor,  as  complainant  avers,  large  and 
unjust  discriminations  and  undue  advantages  in  rates  of 
freight,  drawbacks,  allowances  and  other  privileges  have  for 
many  years  past  been  made  by  defendant,  to  the  great  injury 
and  loss  of  trade  over  the  road,  not  only  by  complainant  but 
by  other  dealers,  and  at  times  almost  to  their  entire  exclusion 
therefrom. 

That  the  tariff  of  published  rates  is  also  in  contravention 
of  said  Act  in  that,  though  the  distance  from  the  East  Prov- 
idence wharf  of  defendant  to  Valley  Falls  and  to  all  stations 
on  the  line  of  its  road  above  Valley  Falls  is  greater  than  the 
distance  from  Providence  to  the  same  stations,  yet  the  rates 
of  freight  to  all  of  said  stations  which  are  above  Lonsdale, 
are  greater  from  Providence  than  from  East  Providence. 
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Moreover,  all  persons,  including  complainant,  shipping  coal 
over  said  street  lines  are  obliged  to  pay  further  sums  for 
street  hauling,  so  called ;  that  is,  for  hauling  for  the  distance 
between  their  wharves  and  the  freight  station  of  defendant 
in  Providence,  which  street  hauling  was  formerly,  and  as 
complainant  claims  should  now  be  furnished  by  defendant. 

The  petition  then  avers  the  making  of  applications  to  the 
defendant  to  modify  and  correct  its  tariffs,  and  the  failure  of 
complainant's  efforts  in  that  direction,  and  it  prays  that  de- 
fendant may  be  required  to  cease  and  desist  from  its  unlaw- 
ful, unjust,  and  unreasonable  discriminations,  preferences  and 
advantages  aforesaid,  and  to  make  due  and  proper  reparation 
to  complainant  for  damages  sustained. 

The  answer  admits  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition  regard- 
ing the  business  of  complainant,  and  proceeds  to  say  that  as 
to  the  branch  railroad  on  Dyer  street  and  South  Water  street 
in  Providence,  defendant  owns  and  had  for  many  years  main- 
tained railroad  tracks  on  said  streets  for  the  benefit  of  com- 
plainant and  other  owners  and  dealers  thereon,  but  that  it 
owns  no  right  of  way  on  either  of  said  streets ;  that  said 
tracks  were  laid  by  permission  of  the  City  Council  of  Provi- 
dence, which  controls  the  mode  of  maintaining  and  using  the 
same,  and  claims  the  right  to  cause  the  tracks  to  be  removed 
upon  reasonable  notice  without  compensation,  and  that  de- 
fendant is  unable  to  use  steam  as  a  motive  power  on  said 
tracks,  and  cars  can  only  be  moved  thereon  by  horse  power  ; 
the  tracks  constituting  what  is  known  as  a  street  or  horse 
railroad.  Defendant  admits  the  establishment  of  a  freight 
tariff  as  charged,  but  denies  that  any  unjust  discrimination  is 
thereby  established  or  provided  for,  and  further  denies  that 
only  one  person  can  receive  the  benefit  of  the  discount  of- 
fered to  a  consignee  receiving  30,000  tons  of  coal  within  a 
year  at  any  one  station,  and  says  it  has  reason  to  believe  that 
within  the  present  year  not  less  than  three  persons  will  be 
entitled  to  such  benefit.  Defendant  further  denies  that  the 
tariff  makes  any  unjust  discrimination  in  rates  as  between 
the  coal  taken  from  Providence  and  that  taken  from  East 
Providence  to  points  above  Lonsdale,  and  says  that  its  road 
was  built  almost  wholly  for  carrying  coal,  and  defendant  was 
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compelled  by  the  city  of  Providence  to  build  the  branch  to 
£ast  Providence  by  threats  to  compel  defendant  to  remove 
its  street  tracks  and  so  prevent  it  from  receiving  coal  at  tide- 
water, and  that  the  lower  price  for  carrying  coal  over  said 
branch  rai^oad  is  rightful  and  just,  and  in  no  way  involves 
discrimination  in  favor  of  one  consignee  and  against  another; 
that  owing  to  the  want  of  proper  facilities  at  its  station  in 
Providence,which  it  is  unable  to  enlarge  without  permission 
of  the  city — which  refuses  to  grant  the  same — coal  cannot  be 
received  at  and  carried  from  that  station  at  the  same  price  as 
from  East  Providence,  and  that  the  difference  in  the  rates 
given  in  said  tariff  is  not  sufficient  to  cover  the  additional  ex- 
pense and  risk  incurred  by  defendant  in  taking  coal  in  Prov- 
idence instead  of  taking  it  at  East  Providence.  And  defend- 
ant avers  that  all  its  charges  are  just  and  reasonable,  and  that 
the  30,000  ton  provision  is  so,  because  it  says  that  the  benefit 
thereof  is  reciprocal,  inasmuch  as  the  consignee  entitled  to  a 
rebate  under  said  provision  must  have  supplied  all  the  best 
facilities  for  the  speedy  handling  of  coal,  and  thereby  ena- 
bled defendant  to  save  expense  in  handling,  hauling  and  de- 
livering his  coal,  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  rebate,  and  fur- 
ther that  complainant  by  selling  coal  to  the  consignees  may 
entitle  itself  to  such  rebate,  and  therefore  is  not  in  any  sense 
injured  or  discriminated  against  by  said  provision. 

The  case  was  heard  on  evidence  taken  in  the  main  orally 
at  the  hearing,  and  we  find  the  facts  to  be,  that  Mr.  Henry  C. 
Clark, the  senior  member  of  the  complaining  firm,  many  years 
ago  established  a  coal-yard  and  wharf  in  the  city  of  Provi- 
dence and  on  Providence  river,  to  be  used  in  connection  with 
the  transportation  of  coal  over  the  road  of  defendant ;  that 
the  cost  of  real  estate  and  improvements  for  that  purpose 
has  been  a  quarter  of  a  million  of  dollars  ;  that  the  complain- 
ing firm  is  now  in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  all  the 
said  real  estate  and  improvements  for  the  purposes  of  its  said 
business ;  that  the  said  coal-yard  and  wharf  is  a  considera- 
ble distance  from  the  freight  station  of  defendant,  and  could 
only  be  reached  by  cars -over  rails  laid  by  defendant  along 
the  streets,  with  the  co-operation  of  said  Henry  C.  Clark  and 
by  consent  of  the  city  autiiorities  ;  that  the  city  authorities 
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have  allowed  cars  to  be  drawn  through  the  streets  only  by 
horse  power,  and  that  for  many  years  defendant  paid  the  ex- 
pense of  the  hauling  of  cars  from  complainant's  yard  and 
wharf  to  defendant's  freight  station  in  Providence,  but  never 
contracted  to  do  so  ;  that  the  facilities  of  defendant  for  tran- 
sacting its  freight  business  in  Providence  have  long  been 
unsatisfactory  and  limited,  and  that  defendant,  to  obtain  bet- 
ter facilities,  has  now  constructed  a  branch  road  connecting 
with  its  main  line  at  Valley  Falls,  six  miles  from  the  Provi- 
dence station,  and  extending  from  Valley  Falls  seven  miles  to 
a  terminus  in  East  Providence,  on  Providence  river,  across 
from  and  a  little  below  the  wharf  of  complainant ;  that  defend- 
ant since  the  construction  of  said  branch  road  has  been  de- 
sirous as  far  as  possible  to  do  its  coal  business  over  such 
branch  road,  and  that  it  now  refuses  any  longer  to  be  at  the 
expense  of  hauling  coal  from  complainant's  wharf  through 
the  streets  to  its  Providence  station.  Defendant  has  been  in 
the  practice  of  offering  a  discount  of  ten  per  cent,  on  the 
freight  paid  by  consignees  receiving  some  specified  quantity 
at  any  one  station  within  a  year,  beginning  with  the  quantity 
of  5,000  tons,  which  was  increased  in  1886  to  20,000  tons,  at 
which  quantity  only  one  dealer,  whose  place  of  business  was 
Worcester,  earned  and  received  the  discount.  The  offer  in 
the  tariff  taking  effect  April  4th,  1887,  was  changed  as  to 
quantity  and  reads  as  follows  : 

"  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  quick  dispatch  of  the  coal 
cars  of  this  company,  a  discount  of  ten  per  cent,  will  be  made 
from  the  following  rates,  to  any  person,  firm  or  corporation, 
who  shall  receive  consignments  of  coal,  in  any  one  year 
amounting  to  30,000  tons  or  upwards,  at  any  one  station  on 
the  line  of  this  road.  Quick  dispatch  to  be  construed  an  im- 
mediate unloading  of  coal  on  its  arrival  at  destination." 

There  was  no  reasonable  probability  when  this  tariff  was 
put  out  that  30,000  tons  would  be  received  by  any  one  con- 
signee at  more  than  three  places  on  defendant's  road,  and  it 
was  doubtful  if  the  quantity  would  be  received  at  any  other 
station  than  at  Worcester,  and  it  would  probably  be  received 
by  only  one  dealer  there.  In  the  tariff  of  rates  so  put  out  the 
charge  per  gross  ton  of  coal  from  Providence  and  East  Prov- 
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idence  respectively  to  Valley  Falls  was  made  sixty  cents,  to 
Lionsdale  the  first  station  above  it  was  sixty-five  cents,  but  to 
the  stations  further  on  a  difference  was  made  in  favor  of  the 
coal  shipped  from  East  Providence,  which  difference  to  all 
towns  beyond  the  Rhode  Island  line  was  made  ten  cents  per 
gross  ton.  The  rate  to  Worcester  by  the  East  Providence 
line  was  fixed  at  one  dollar  a  ton.  Complainant  endeavored 
without  avail  to  secure  a  change  in  this  tariff  which  should 
place  Providence  and  East  Providence  on  the  same  footing, 
and  also  to  have  the  offer  of  discount  withdrawn  ;  that  offer 
l)eing  thought  to  give  the  dealer  at  Worcester,  who  had  the 
benefit  of  the  offer  in  1886,  an  advantage  which  would  pre- 
clude complainant  doing  a  profitable  business.  The  margin 
for  profit  in  wholesale  dealings  in  coal  is  now  very  small,  and 
may  be  stated  at  from  ten  to  fifteen  cents  per  ton. 

From  the  facts  as  here  found,  the  first  question  of  import- 
ance that  arises  concerns  the  offer  by  defendant  of  a  ten  per 
cent,  discount  to  any  person,  firm  or  corporation,  who  within 
any  one  year  shall  receive  consignments  of  coal  aggregating 
80,000  tons  at  any  one  station.  The  complainant  insists  that 
tliis  is  unreasonable  discrimination,  while  defendant  on  the 
other  hand  justifies  the  offer  as  a  reasonable  measure  of  pol- 
icy in  its  business. 

We  have  seen  above  that  the  published  tariff  undertakes  to 
stat«  the  ground  or  consideration  on  which  the  offer  is  made. 
It  is  "  for  the  purpose  of  making  quick  dispatch  of  the  coal 
cars"  of  defendant  ;  and  the  public  is  told  that  "  quick  dis- 
patch" is  to  be  construed  an  immediate  unloading  of  coal  on 
its  arrival  at  destination.  The  defendant  gave  evidence  that 
this  immediate  unloading  of  cars  was  important,  but  this  is 
so  obvious  that  the  evidence  was  scarcely  necessary.  It  was 
entirely  admissible,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  should  make 
some  regulation,  or  adopt  some  decisive  measure,  to  ensure 
the  quick  dispatch  which  seems  to  have  been  in  mind  in  mak- 
ing the  offer. 

When,  however,  we  look  at  the  terms  of  the  offer,  we  per- 
ceive immediately  that  though  the  purpose  may  be  to  facili- 
tate quick  dispatch,  the  offer  is  neither  expressly  nor  by  any 
necessary  implication  made  conditional  on  the  quick  dispatch 
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being  facilitated.  It  seems  to  be  expected  that  the  parties 
who  accept  the  offer  will  be  prompt  in  unloading  the  coal ; 
but  they  are  put  under  no  obligation  to  do  so  by  the  terms  of 
the  offer,  and  their  legal  duty  in  that  regard  would  therefore 
be  no  greater  than  that  of  any  other  consignee  receiving  coal 
over  the  road.  No  promise  of  quick  dispatch  is  exacted  ;  no 
performance  is  made  imperative.  The  authorities  of  the  road 
in  making  the  offer  appear  to  have  expected  and  assumed, 
that  any  customer  of  the  road  to  the  extent  indicated  would, 
as  a  matter  of  course  and  in  his  own  interest,  make  quick  dis- 
patch, and  that  the  attaching  to  the  offer  of  any  condition  to 
that  effect  would  be  altogether  unnecessary.  They  therefore 
attached  none.  Such  being  the  case,  it  follows  that  any  cus- 
tomer of  the  road  who  should  become  consignee  to  the  ex- 
tent specified  would  thereby  perform  the  only  condition  on 
which  the  offer  is  based,  so  that  whether  the  expectation  of 
quick  dispatch  was  or  was  not  realized,  he  would  be  entitle<l 
to  claim  the  rebate.  No  failure  in  immediate  unloading  would 
be  an  answer  to  a  claim  for  the  discount,  when  the  discount 
had  been  offered  upon  another  and  distinct  condition  which 
had  been  fully  performed. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  no  more  than  the  published 
tariff,  shows  an  understanding  on  the  part  of  the  railroad 
officials  that  the  offer  of  discount  is  conditional  on  quick  dis- 
patch. By  that  pleading  we  are  told  that  "  the  consignee 
entitled  to  a  rebate  under  said  provision  must  have  supplied 
all  the  best  facilities  for  speedy  handling  of  coal,"  but  it  is 
not  pretended  or  intimated  that  the  offer  requires  this,  or 
that  anything  more  than  the  interest  of  the  consignee  and 
the  requirements  of  convenience  in  his  business  are  relied 
upon  to  secure  this  result.  Whether  the  result  is  secured  or 
not,  the  promise  is  left  to  stand  on  the  single  condition  of 
quantity ;  and  when  the  quantity  is  reached,  the  promised 
♦discount  is  by  the  terms  of  the  offer  due.  And  this  very  re-  » 
markable  consequence  might  possibly  follow  if  several  per- 
rfions  should  endeavor  to  earn  the  discount,  namely,  that  while 
a  consignee  who  had  received  the  necessary  quantity,  but 
had  been  blamably  negligent  in  unloading,  might  then  de- 
mand and  receive  the  rebate,  another  who  had  endeavored 
to  reach  the  quantity  but  had  fallen  somewhat  short,  but  who 


PBOYIDSNCE  COAL  CO.  V.  PROVIDENCE  &  W0RCE8TEB  R.  R.  CO.   115 

aU  the  year  had  been  prompt  and  punctilious  in  making  quick 
dispatch,  could  have  no  benefit  whatever  from  complying 
with  the  only  consideration  on  which  the  rebate  is  professed- 
ly supported,  and  for  which  it  purports  to  be  offered. 

It  is  very  manifest  from  this  statement,  and  from  the  illus- 
tration given  of  what  might  naturally  happen,  that  the  pre- 
tended consideration  is  purely  imaginary,  and  the  promise 
of  a  discount,  so  far  as  regards  the  consideration  on  which 
it  purports  to  be  based,  is  deceptive  and  misleading.  The 
published  tariff  is  calcidated  and  intended  to  lead  the  public 
to  suppose  that  the  offer  is  based  upon  a  consideration  of 
quick  dispatch.  But  in  fact  the  quick  dispatch  has  no  neces- 
sary connection  with  the  offer ;  it  is  put  forth  as  something 
confidently  expected  because  of  the  offer,  but  is  not  required 
or  insisted  upon.  The  defendant  has  therefore  failed,  both 
in  its  pubUshed  tariff  and  in  its  answer,  to  show  any  ground 
on  which  its  offer  can  be  supported  ;  the  mere  expectation  of 
a  quick  dispatch,  while  at  the  same  time  such  dispatch  is  not 
required,  being  no  ground  whatever. 

If  we  look  into  the  evidence  with  a  view  to  satisfy  our- 
selves whether  any  such  offer  of  discount  could  reasonably 
and  lawfuUy  have  been  made  on  an  express  condition  of 
quick  dispatch,  we  shall  have  no  difficulty  in  perceiving 
that  any  such  conditional  offer  would  have  had  neither  jus- 
tice nor  reason  in  support  of  it.  The  evidence  in  the  case 
shows  beyond  question,  what  indeed  common  observation 
would  teach  us  without  other  proof,  that  a  party  receiving  a 
much  smaller  quantity  than  30,000  tons  can  comply  with  a 
eondition  of  quick  dispatch,  as  promptly,  fully  and  completely 
as  can  any  larger  dealer.  If  therefore  a  discount  were  to  be 
offered  in  order  to  insure  quick  dispatch,  a  discrimination 
which  should  so  limit  the  offer  that  a  part  of  those  who 
could  and  might  desire  to  accept  it  would  be  excluded  from 
its  benefits,  would  for  that  very  reason  be  unjust  and  inde- 
fensiUe.  The  discount  in  this  case  must  consequently  be 
held  supportable  neither  on  the  published  offer,  nor  on  the 
statement  in  the  answer,  nor,  so  far  as  the  consideration  stated 
18  concerned,  on  the  evidence ;  and  unless  some  other  sap-* 
port  can  be  found  for  it,  it  must  be  adjudged  illegal. 

On  the  argument  an  effort  was  made  to  uphold  the  dis- 
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crimination  on  a  consideration  of  quantity  merely  ;  the  con- 
signee who  should  receive  more  than  30,000  tons  in  a  year 
at  any  one  station  being  likened  to  a  purchaser  of  goods  at 
wholesale,  and  the  consignee  who  received  a  lesser  amount 
being  compared  to  a  purchaser  at  retail.  It  was  said  that  a 
distinction  in  price  is  universally  made  as  between  these  two 
classes  of  customers,  and  that  the  distinction  would  be  as 
reasonable  in  the  case  of  purchasers  of  railroad  service  as  in 
that  of  purchasers  of  cloths  or  lumber. 

One  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that"  it  is  an  after- 
thought. The  defendant  has  publicly  selected  the  ground 
on  which  it  will  base  the  discrimination  proposed,  and  has 
published  it  in  a  paper  requiredfrom  it  by  law  tor  the  purposes 
of  general  information.  It  would  be  entirely  admissible  for 
defendant  to  change  its  ground  in  making  a  new  offer,  but 
the  oflFer  now  under  consideration  must  stand  or  fall  on  the 
ground  selected  for  it. 

But  if  this  defendant  should  attempt  to  make  a  new  offer 
based  upon  quantity  merely,  the  analogy  between  the  case 
and  that  of  wholesale  and  retail  purchasers  of  merchandise 
would  not  be  found  to  be  very  close.  The  wholesale  dealer 
is  allowed  concessions  in  prices,  because  his  transactions  in 
proportion  to  the  amount  purchased  are  fewer  in  number, 
they  take  less  of  the  time  and  attention  of  the  seller,  and  it 
costs  him  very  much  less  to  make  them.  It  is  perfectly  rea- 
sonable that  these  facts  should  be  taken  into  account  in  mak- 
ing bargains.  But  there  is  no  certainty,  and  scarcely  any 
probability,  that  the  dealer  who  receives  30,000  tons  of  coal 
at  some  one  station  within  a  year  will  make  his  business  cost 
less  to  the  railroad  company  in  proportion  to  quantity  than 
the  dealer  who  receives  25,000  tons  only,  or  20,000,  or  half 
that  quantity.  Indeed  the  selection  of  30,000  tons  as  the  test 
of  what  should  be  considered  wholesale  business  would  ob- 
viously be  purely  arbitrary,  as  also  would  be  the  naming  of 
any  other  considerable  quantity ;  say  5,000,  or  15,000,  or 
50,000.  The  selection  of  any  one  of  these  quantities  could 
be  defended  on  the  distinction  between  wholesale  and  retail 
dealings  as  logically  if  not  as  plausibly  as  that  of  any  other  ; 
and  the  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  the  defendant  in 
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years  past  has  based  its  oflfer  of  discount  on  a  receipt  of  cou- 
Bignments  much  below  the  30,000  tons  now  required.  The 
quantity  named  last  year  was  20,000  tons  ;  so  that  on  the 
argument  now  advanced,  what  was  wholesale  last  year  is  re- 
tail this. 

A  distinction  in  rates  as  between  car  loads  and  smaller 
quantities  is  readily  understood  and  appreciated ;  but  no  such 
distinction  is  made  in  this  oflfer,  and  a  customer  of  the  road 
who  should  receive  all  his  coal  by  car  load,  or  even  by  train 
load,  would  be  excluded  if  he  fell  short  in  quantity.  And 
some  possible  results  of  the  oflfer  might  be  utterly  inconsist- 
ent with  considerations  acted  upon  in  wholesale  trade.  If  a 
consignee,  for  example,  earns  the  rebate  by  receiving  30,000 
tons  at  a  station  to  which  the  freight  is  a  dollar  a  ton,  he 
pays  but  $27,000  for  the  transportation,  but  his  rival  at  the 
8:ime  place,  who  reaches  to  29,000  tons  only,  must  pay  for  a 
less  service,  presumptively  accomplished  at  less  cost,  and 
which  is  of  less  value  to  him,  $2,000  more.  Such  a  result 
could  not  possibly  be  defended.  The  one  consignee  would 
be  a  wholesale  dealer  as  much  as  the  other,  and  common 
sense  would  pronounce  unhesitatingly  that  if  the  larger  charge 
for  carrying  the  smaller  quantity  was  reasonable,  the  discount 
to  the  other  dealer  must  be  without  any  just  or  reasonable 
support. 

But  when  a  question  of  rebates  or  discounts  is  under  con- 
sideration, it  might  be  misleading  to  consider  them  in  the 
light  of  the  principles  which  merchants  act  upon  in  the  case 
of  wholesale  and  retail  transactions.  There  is  a  very  manifest 
difficulty  in  applying  those  principles  to  the  conveniences 
which  common  carriers  furnish  to  the  public ;  a  diflSculty 
which  springs  from  the  nature  of  the  duty  which  such  car- 
riers owe  to  the  public.  That  duty  is  one  of  entire  imparti- 
ality' of  service.  The  merchant  is  under  no  corresponding 
dutv,  and  mav  make  his  rules  to  suit  liis  own  interest,  and 
discriminate  as  he  pleases.  There  is  no  occasion  to  enlarge 
upon  this  now. 

A  discrimination  such  as  the  oflfer  and  its  acceptance  by 
one  or  more  dealers  would  create,  must  have  necessary  tend- 
ency to  destroy  the  business  of  small  dealers.     Under  the 
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evidence  in  the  case  it  appears  almost  certain  that  this  de- 
struction must  result;  the  margin  for  profit  on  wholesale 
dealings  in  coal  being  very  small.  The  discrimination  is, 
therefore,  necessarily  unjust  within  the  meaning  of  the  law. 
It  cannot  be  supported  by  the  circumstance  that  the  oflfer  is 
open  to  all ;  for  though  made  to  all,  it  is  not  possible  that  all 
should  accept.  Moreover  in  testing  such  a  discrimination 
we  must  consider  the  principle  by  which  it  must  be  sup- 
ported ;  and  the  principle  which  would  support  a  30,000  ton 
liipitation  would  support  one  of  50,000  or  100,000  equally 
well ;  the  quantity  named  would  be  arbitrary  in  any  case. 
It  might  easily  be  made  so  high  as  practicably  to  be  open 
to  the  largest  dealer  only.  A  railroad  company  if  allowed 
to  do  so  might  in  this  way  hand  over  the  whole  trade  on  its 
road  in  some  necessary  article  of  commerce  to  a  single  dealer; 
for  it  might  at  will  make  the  discount  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  ordinary  profit  in  the  trade ;  and  competition  by 
those  who  could  not  get  the  discount  would  obviously  be 
then  out  of  the  question.  So  extreme  a  case  would  not  how- 
ever be  needful  to  show  the  inadmissibility  of  such  a  dis- 
count as  is  here  offered  ;  the  injustice  would  be  equally 
manifest  if  several  dealers  instead  of  one  were  able  to  accept 
the  offer.  A  railroad  company  has  no  right,  by  any  discrim- 
ination not  grounded  in  reason,  to  put  any  single  dealer — 
whether  a  large  dealer  or  a  small  dealer — to  any  such  des- 
tructive disadvantage. 

In  what  is  said  above  we  do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as 
intimating  that  defendant  is  not  saved  something  in  cost  and 
in  labor  by  having  the  coal  carried  by  it  received  in  large 
quantities  by  single  consignees.  On  the  contrary  we  readily 
ji^ree  that  its  service  for  large  dealers  is  somewhat  less  in 
proportion  to  quantity  of  freight  transported,  than  is  the  like 
service  performed  for  small  dealers.  We  also  agree  that  de- 
fendant may  therefore  seem  to  have  an  interest  in  restricting 
its  dealings  so  far  as  possible  to  large  dealers.  But  this  is 
an  interest  that  can  only  be  consulted  and  acted  upon  in 
strict  subordination  to  the  rules  of  law ;  and  one  of  the  most 
important  of  those  rules  is,  that  in  any  discrimination  be- 
tween dealers,  justice,  if  not  a  paramount  consideration,  shall 
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at  least  be  kept  in  view.  The  carrier  canoot  regard  its  own 
interests  exclusively — if  it  cotild,  it  might  at  pleasure,  by 
methods  easily  available,  drive  all  small  dealers  off  its  line, 
and  center  the  whole  trade  in  a  few  hands.  The  state  of 
things  that  would  result  might  be  altogether  for  its  interest 
and  convenience,  since  it  would  then  have  fewer  customers 
to  deal  with  and  fewer  transactions  for  the  same  aggregate 
trade  ;  but  the  wrong  would  be  flagrant.  The  case  suggested 
is  more  extreme  than  the  one  before  us,  but  the  wrong  is 
sufSciently  palpable  here.  And  without  further  comment  on 
this  branch  of  the  case,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  repeat,  that 
when  the  defendant  makes  an  offer  of  discount  or  rebate 
based  on  the  30,000  ton  limit,  the  limitation  is  unreason- 
able and  unlawful,  because  necessarily  resulting  in  unjust 
discrimination.  There  is  nothing  in  the  showing  in  this 
case  to  justify  the  fixing  of  a  limitation  as  the  ground  of 
rebate  at  any  specified  quantity,  and  therefore,  if  the  dis- 
count is  paid  to  one  dealer,  the  payment  will  be  evidence  of 
the  right  of  all  other  dealers  to  a  like  and  proportionate 
discount. 

A  further  question  of  importance  concerns  the  difference 
in  defendant's  rates  on  coal  shipped  to  stations  on  its  main 
line  from  Providence  and  East  Providence  respectively.  The 
facts  important  to  an  understanding  of  this  question  are,  that 
defendant's  road  was  first  constructed  from  Providence 
through  Valley  Falls  to  Worcester,  and  that  complainant 
at  very  great  expense  to  its  members  provided  itself  with 
land  and  all  necessary  requirements  for  carrying  on  exten- 
sive dealings  in  coal  near  the  terminus  of  defendant's  road 
in  Providence,  and  by  co-operation  with  it,  secured  tracks 
into  its  yards  and  to  its  dock.  But  defendant's  Q,ccommoda- 
tions  at  Providence  were  limited  and  could  not  be  enlarged 
unless  at  great  expense  ; .  the  city  authorities  it  is  said  were 
disposed  to  interpose  obstacles  to  such  use  of  the  city  streets 
for  railroad  service  as  was  essential,  and  defendant  found  it 
necessary  to  construct  a  new  line  from  Valley  Falls  to  East 
Providence  where  ample  accommodations  were  secured,  and 
where  its  business  could  be  more  conveniently  and  cheaply 
conducted.    The  distance  from  Providence  to  Valley  Falls  is 
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six  miles,  and  from  East  Providence  seven.  Coal  trains  are 
"made  up  at  Valley  Falls  of  loaded  cars  brought  from  Provi- 
dence and  East  Providence  without  distinction.  By  the 
published  tariff  the  rate  upon  coal  from  Providence  and  from 
East  Providence  respectively  to  Valley  Falls  is  the  same  ; 
sixty  cents  per  gross  ton  ;  and  it  is  also  made  the  same  to 
'Lonsdale  which  is  the  first  station  above.  But  to  all  stations 
above  Lonsdale  a  higher  charge  is  made  from  Providence 
than  from  East  Providence  ;  the  difference  after  the  State 
line  is  crossed  being  in  every  case  ten  cents  a  gross  ton. 
This  difference  is  very  impoi-tant  to  complainant,  and  neces- 
sarily very  prejudicial. 

It  is  very  evident  that  if  it  is  fair  and  reasonable  for  de- 
fendant to  make  the  charge  on  coal  to  Valley  Falls  from  the 
two  termini  the  same,  there  can  be  no  justification  for  mak- 
ing different  rates  to  the  stations  beyond,  based  on  the  fact 
that  the  coal  comes  from  one  terminus  rather  than  from  the 
other.  The  fact  that  a  part  of  the  coal  taken  from  Valley 
Falls  to  Worcester  was  first  received  by  defendant  at  Provi- 
dence, and  another  part  at  East  Providence,  does  not  in  any 
degree  affect  the  cost  or  the  value  of  its  service  in  transport- 
ing it  from  Valley  Falls  on,  and  a  discrimination  in  rates 
from  Valley  Falls  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  coal  had 
come  from  the  one  terminus  instead  of  the  other  would  have 
no  reason  and  no  justice  to  support  it.  The  defendant  might 
as  well  discriminate  on  the  ground  of  the  coal  having  come 
from  different  mines  or  different  dealers..  The  discrimination 
made  by  the  defendant's  published  tariff  is  therefore,  pre- 
sumptively at  least,  without  justification. 

It  is  claimed  by  defendant,  however,  that  the  additional 
cost  of  doing  its  business  at  Providence  over  the  cost  at  East 
Providence  is  sufficient  fully  to  support  the  difference  made 
in  rates,  and  that  the  fact  of  defendant  making  no  difference 
at  Valley  Falls  and  Lonsdale  cannot  preclude  its  making 
them  at  other  points.  Passing  over  this  last  point  for  the 
present  as  not  being  one  necessarily  requiring  a  decision  at 
this  time,  we  are  of  opinion  that  defendant  does  not  justify 
the  making  of  the  additional  charge  at  any  station. 

The  Providence  line  was  first  built,  and  complainant  at 
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very  large  expense  and  in  co-operation  with  the  defendant 
has  put  itself  in  position  to  transact  its  business  there.  De- 
fendant, because  of  inconveniencoswhich  it  would  escape,  has 
constructed  a  new  line  and  established  a  new  station  where 
the  inconveniences  will  be  less.  Its  policy  now  is  to  force  the 
coal  business  as  much  as  possible  over  the  new  line.  We 
have  no  douV)t  its  own  convenience  will  thereby  be  consulted 
and  the  cost  of  its  business  somewhat  reduced,  but  there  is 
no  evidence  before  us  which  would  justify  us  in  finding  that 
the  additional  charge  upon  the  coal  received  at  Providence  is 
only  a  fair  equivalent  for  the  additional  cost.  On  the  con- 
trary we  think  the  increased  rate  is  imposed  more  from  policy 
than  out  of  regard  to  additional  cost. 

But  we  think  also  that  under  all  the  circumstances  it  is 
not  admissible  for  defendant  to  impose  upon  its  patrons  at 
Providence,  whose  investments  for  business  with  it  were  made 
before  the  East  Providence  line  was  constructed,  an  addi- 
tional charge  because  of  the  inconveniences  attending  the 
transaction  of  its  business  at  that  station,  and  for  which  they 
are  in  no  way  responsible.  These  inconveniences  are  inci- 
dent to  a  situation  which  it  is  unfortunate  the  defendant  is 
unable  to  relieve  ;  but  they  cannot  justify  differences  in  rates 
which  will  force  or  tend  to  force  the  Providence  dealers  out 
of  business. 

As  regards  the  Providence  business  we  think  the  obligation 
of  defendant  is  not  different  now  from  what  it  would  have 
been  had  it  constructed  for  its  own  convenience  a  branch 
road  into  some  other  part  of  the  same  city.  If,  for  example, 
it  had  established  a  new  freight  station  in  Providence,  in 
order  that  it  might  have  more  ample  yards,  and  thus  secure 
greater  facilities  for  its  business,  it  would  not  have  been  ad-* 
missible  that  upon  its  shipments  to  points  which  were  prac- 
tically the  same  distance  from  each  station,  and  accessible 
from  each,  a  difference  in  rates  should  be  charged  when  the 
service  was  worth  no  more  to  its  customers,  and  when  the  rea- 
sons for  having  the  two  stations  concerned  its  own  conven- 
ience exclusively.  But  the  establishment  of  a  second  station 
in  this  case,  though  in  another  municipality,  and  requiring 
several  miles  new  line  to  reach  it,  was  also  in  the  nature  of  a 
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local  convenience  in  its  own  business,  and  should  be  so  con- 
sidered in  the  making  of  rates  to  points  reached  from  both 
stations. 

Complainant  insists  that  defendant  should  pay  the  cost  of 
hauling  the  coal  from  the  wharf  to  defendant's  freight  sta- 
tion in  Providence.  But  we  do  not  think  this  can  be  re- 
quired. It  seems  that  defendant  did  this  fbrmerly,  but  with- 
out any  contract  obligation  to  that  effect ;  and,  probably, 
only  by  way  of  encouraging  complainant  in  building  up  a 
considerable  trade.  But  what  it  did  for  a  time  as  a  favor  or 
by  way  of  encouragement,  it  might  discontinue  at  pleasure. 
There  could  be  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  binding  usage 
about  it. 

Our  general  conclusion  is,  that  complainant  is  entitled  to 
the  relief  indicated  on  the  first  two  grounds  of  complaint 
above  considered,  but  not  on  the  third.  Order  will  be  en- 
tered accordingly. 

In  this  opinion  all  concur. 


THE  TRADERS  AND  TRAVELERS'  UNION  v.  THE 
PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILROAD 
COMPANY  AND  OTHERS. 

July  15  and  July  25, 1887. 

The  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  compel  railroad  companies  to  make 
arrangements  whereby  commercial  travelers  or  others  will  be  allowed  as 
passengers  to  take  an  extra  allowance  of  bagga^^o  without  extra  charge, 
in  consideration  of  some  guaranty  against  liability. 

The  fact  that  contracts  to  that  effect  are  outstanding  will  not  give  the  Com- 
mission  authority  to  compel  their  observance ;  the  power  to  do  so  not 
having  been  conferred  upon  the  Commission  by  statute. 

Ahel  C rooky  L,  A,  Burritt  and  li,  1\  Iloyt,  for  complainant. 
I^\  J,  Gowen,  A.  II,  (/Brieriy  II,  S,  Drinker  and  F.  II  Jaiv* 
vier,  for  defendants. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  COMMISSION. 

Bragg,  Coimnissioner  : 

The  petition  in  this  proceeding  was  filed  on  the  2l8t  day 
of  May,  1887.     It  avers  that  the  petitioner  was  incorporated 
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under  the  general  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York  in  the  year 
1884.  That  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  corporation* is  to 
provide  for  the  loss  or  injury  to  baggage  by  creating  a  con- 
tingent fund  for  that  purpose,  known  as  the  Traders  and 
Travelers'  Indemnity  Fund,  and  by  means  of  registration  to 
prevent  the  loss  of  baggage,  or  in  case  of  its  loss  to  provide 
means  for  tracing  it  more  quickly  and  with  less  difficulty  than 
exists  under  the  system  commonly  in  use  among  the  rail- 
roads. It  avers  that  the  petitioner  contracted  with  the  Inter- 
national Baggage  Register  Company  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding for  a  certain  protection  against  loss  of  baggage  cov- 
ered by  said  indemnity  fund,  and  that  this  registry  system  is 
of  great  value  to  the  railroads  of  the  United  States.  It  avers 
that  the  railroads  have  been  asked  to  grant  an  additional  al- 
lowance of  one  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  of  free  baggage  for 
passengers,  covering  their  baggage  with  a  registry  and  in- 
demnity certificate  issued  by  the  Traders  and  Travelers* 
Union,  which  releases  the  railroads  from  all  liability  for  loss 
or  injury  to  such  baggage.  That  the  benefits  to  railroads 
from  such  registration  are  the  release  from  all  responsibility 
for  loss  or  injury  to  baggage  covered  by  the  indemnity  insur- 
ance, as  secured  for  the  railroads  through  a  contract  made 
by  the  railroads  with  the  petitioner,  and  the  increase  of  their 
business ;  that  such  an  arrangement  was  made  in  January, 
1886,  between  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company  and  the 
Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company ;  that  in  con- 
sequence of  these  arrangements,  many  travelers  have  cover- 
ed their  baggage  with  indemnity  certificates  of  the  petitioner 
in  order  to  secure  the  additional  allowance  of  free  baggage. 
That  the  issue  of  these  indemnity  certificates  is  not,  and 
lias  not  been,  confined  to  any  one  or  more  classes  of  travel- 
rrs,  but  is,  and  has  been,  open  to  all  who  desire  to  avail  them- 
selves of  their  advantages.  That  on  March  26th,  1887,  the 
Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company  notified  peti- 
tioner that  it  would  refuse  to  honor  any  indemnity  certificates 
issued  after  April  1st,  1887 ;  but  that  all  certificates  issued 
prior  to  receipt  of  the  notice  would  be  honored  until  they 
expired  ;  that  the  issue  of  such  notice  was  caused  by  the 
Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company's  interpreta- 
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tion  of  the  act  entitled  "An  Act  to  Kegulate  Commerce ;"  that 
the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company  intended  to 
honor  the  certificates  issued  prior  to  April  1st,  1887,  and  in- 
structed its  baggagemen  so  to  do.  That  the  Lehigh  Valley 
Railroad  Company  has  discontinued  its  arrangement  with  the 
petitioner,  and  has  instructed  its  baggagemen  not  to  honor 
indemnity  certificates  issued  prior  to  April  1st,  1887 ;  that 
the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroftd  Company  discontinued  this  ar- 
rangement in  consequence  of  the  belief  that  its  continuance 
is  prohibited  by  the  act  entitled  "An  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce." That  on  April  11th,  1887,  the  petitioner  requested 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  interpret  the  law  on 
this  subject ;  that  on  or  about  April  30tli,  1887,  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Railroad  Company  filed  a  petition  against  the  Phila- 
delpliia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  an  interpretation  of  the  law  on  this  point.  That  on 
May  11th,  1887,  petitioner  was  notified  by  the  Philadelphia 
and  Reading  Railroad  Company  that  it  would  refuse  to  rec- 
ognize the  indemnity  certificates  issuea  prior  to  April  1st, 
1887.  That  this  action  taken  by  the  Philadelphia  and 
Reading  Railroad  Company  was  to  induce  the  Lehigh  Valley 
Railroad  Company  to  withdraw  its  complaint  against  the 
Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent an  interpretation  of  the  law  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission. 

That  the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company  re- 
quested the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company  to  withdraw  this 
complaint ;  that  such  withdrawal  would  still  leave  the  ques- 
tion in  suspense ;  and  that  such  withdrawal  will  prove  injuri- 
ous to  the  interest  of  the  petitioner  and  others ;  that  there 
are  now  in  existence  a  number  of  baggage  indemnity  certifi- 
cates that  will  not  expire  until  various  dates  between  now  and 
March  24th,  1888,  and  that  the  result  of  the  refusal  to  recog- 
nize such  certificates  on  the  part  of  the  Philadelphia  and 
Reading  Railroad  Company  and  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 
Company,  will  cause  serious  injury  to  holders  of  such  certifi- 
cates and  to  the  interests  of  petitioner. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1887,  each  of  the  defendants  filed  its 
answer  to  the  complaint. 
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In  its  answer,  the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad 
Company  admits  the  incorporation  of  the  petitioner  and  the 
objects  of  that  incorporation  as  stated  in  the  petition  ;  and 
that  the  petitioner  has  created  a  contingent  fnnd  known  as 
tlie  Traders  and  Travelers'  Baggage  Indemnity  Fund ;  and 
thut  on  or  about  November,  1885,  petitioner  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  National  Baggage  Registry  and  Manufac- 
turing Company  mentioned  in  its  petition,  to  act  as  its  agent ; 
and  also  that  the  railroads  of  the  United  States  had  been  re- 
(juested  by  the  petitioner  to  co-operate  with  it,  and  to  grant 
an  additional  free  allowance  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  pounds 
of  baggage  to  each  passenger  who  participated  in  the  indem- 
nity fund,  provided  for  loss  or  injury  to  baggage,  and  who 
should  file  with  the  petitioner  a  power  of  attorney  granting  a 
release  to  all  railroads  and  transportation  lines,  contracting 
with  petitioner  for  free  baggage  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred 
and  fifty  pounds  over  the  ordinary  allowance,  on  the  presen- 
tation of  the  baggage  indemnity  certificate  of  the  Traders 
and  Travelers'  Union.  It  further  admits  that  the  considera- 
tion for  such  action  on  the  part  of  the  railroads  was  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  registration  and  release  of  the  responsibility 
for  the  loss  or  injury  to  such  baggage  through  the  contract 
thus  made.  It  does  not  admit  that  the  registry  system,  men- 
tioned in  the  petitioner's  complaint,  is  one  that  is  of  great 
value  to  the  railroads  of  the  United  States,  and  that  it  en- 
ables them  to  identify  the  passenger  with  his  baggage,  and 
in  various  ways  prevents  irregularities,  and  increases  the  effi- 
ciency and  revenue  of  their  baggage  department.  It  does 
not  admit  that  in  consequence  of  the  alleged  arrangement 
between  petitioner  and  defendants,  that  many  travelers  in 
various  parts  of  the  country  have  availed  themselves  of  its 
advantivges  and  have  covered  their  baggage  with  the  indem- 
nity certificates  of  the  petitioner  in  order  to  secure  the  ad- 
ditional free  allowance  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  of 
baggage.  It  does  not  admit  that  the  advantages  claimed  by 
the  petitioner  have  not  been  confined  or  restricted  to  any 
one  class  of  travelers,  or  to  the  members  of  any  one  or  more 
organizations,  or  that  they  have  been  open  to  all  who  de- 
sired to  avail  themselves  of  the  same.     It  does  admit  t^at 
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on  April  11th,  1887,  petitioner  addressed  a  communication  to 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  requesting  an  interpre- 
tation of  the  law,  a^d  that  the  Commission  replied  that  no 
decision  could  be  given  without  an  actual  case  in  controversy. 
It  admits  that  the  arrangement  claimed  in  the  petition  was 
made  by  the  petitioner  with  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad 
Company  by  its  leased  lines  in  January,  1886 ;  and  it  admits 
that  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company  issued  a  circular 
dated  April  Ist,  1887,  in  which  its  agents  were  instructed  to 
allow  but  one  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  of  free  baggage  un- 
der any  conditions.  It  does  not  admit  that  the  Lehigh  Val- 
ley Kailroad  Company  claims  that  its  discontinuance  of  that 
arrangement  is  caused  entirely  by  the  belief  that  its  contin- 
uance is  prohibited  by  the  act  entitled  an  Act  to  regulate 
Commerce.  It  admits  that  the  arrangement  claimed  to  have 
been  made  in  the  petition  by  and  between  the  petitioner  and 
the  Philadelphia  and  Beading  Bailroad  Company  and  its 
leased  lines,  as  stated  in  circular  No.  40  dated  January  13th, 
1886,  was  made  by  or  with^the  Philadelphia  and  Beading 
Bailroad  Company,  but  avers  that  it  was  made  with  the  re- 
ceivers of  that  company,  and  further  avers  that  it  was  never 
consummated  by  any  contract  or  agreement  in  writing  be- 
tween the  parties  thereto,  but  also  avers  that  its  continuance 
for  any  definite  period  of  time  was  never  agreed  upon.  It  de- 
nies that  the  Philadelphia  and  Beading  Bailroad  Company, 
on  the  26th  day  of  March,  1887,  notified  petitioner  that  it 
would  refuse  to  honor  any  indemnity  certificate  issued  after 
April  1st,  1887,  but  that  all  certificates  issued  prior  to  the 
receipt  of  such  notice  should  be  honored  until  they  expired, 
but  states  that  this  notice  was  issued  by  the  receiver  of  the 
Philadelphia  and  Beading  Bailroad  Company,  and  that  it 
believes  that  this  was  due  to  the  belief  of  such  receiver  that 
the  honoring  of  indemnity  certificates  was  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  referred  to,  known  as  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Law.  It  admits  the  filing  of  a  petition 
to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  by  the  Lehigh  Val- 
ley Bailroad  Company  as  charged  in  the  complaint.  It  ad- 
mits that  the  Philadelphia  and  Beading  Bailroad  Company 
requested  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company  to  withdraw 
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its  petition  from  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
but  says  that  it  was  not  notified  as  to  what  the  object  of  the 
petition  was,  and  denies  that  in  making  such  request  of  the 
Lehigh  Valley  Kailroad  Company  to  withdraw  said  petition 
from  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  it  intend- 
ed to  prevent  an  interpretation  of  the.  law  upon  the  point 
raised  by  that  complaint. 

It  admits  that  the  withdrawal  of  the  petition  of  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Bailroad  Company  will  still  leave  the  question  to  be 
determined  in  suspense.  It  does  not  admit  that  such  with- 
drawal of  the  petition  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Com- 
pany from  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  would 
prove  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the  petitioner,  or  injurious 
to  the  interests  of  the  general  public  concerned  in  the  ques- 
tion ;  and  it  does  not  admit  that  there  are  now  in  existence  a 
number  of  baggage  indemnity  certificates  that  will  not  expii-e 
until  various  dates  between  now  and  March  24th,  1888,  and 
that  the  result  of  a  refusal  to  recognize  these  certificates  on 
the  part  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Beading  Bailroad  Company 
and  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company,  will  be  the  cause 
of  serious  injury  to  the  interests  of  those  holding  such  certifi- 
cates, as  well  as  to  the  interests  of  the  petitioner,  and  may 
render  petitioner  liable  to  action  and  litigation  by  the  hold- 
ers of  such  certificates  claiming  breach  of  performance  of  the 
conditions  thereof. 

The  answer  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Bailroad  Company  ad- 
mits the  incorporation  of  the  petitioner  as  alleged  in  the  pe- 
tition, the  objects  of  its  incorporation,  the  creation  of  the 
contingent  fund,  known  as  the  Traders  and  Travelers'  Bag- 
gage Indemnity  Fund,  and  the  contract  between  the  petition- 
er and  the  National  Begistry  and  Manufacturing  Company 
to  act  as  its  agents,  made  about  November,  1885,  as  alleged 
in  the  petition.  It  further  admits,  as  alleged  in  the  petition, 
that  the  railroads  of  the  United  States  have  been  requested 
by  the  petitioner  to  co-operate  with  it,  and  to  induce  the 
registration  and  indemnification  of  baggage  and  granting  an 
additional  free  allowance  of  150  pounds  of  baggage  to  each 
passenger  as  alleged  in  the  petition.  It  further  admits  that 
the  consideration  for  such  action  on  the  part  of  the  railroads. 
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m  the  registration  and  release  of  responsibility  for  the  loss 
or  injury  to  such  baggage  through  the  contract  made  with 
petitioner.  It  neither  admits  nor  denies  the  averments  of 
the  petition  in  relation  to  the  great  value  of  the  registry  sys- 
tem to  the  railroads  of  the  United  States ;  or  that  many 
travellers  in  various  parts  of  the  country  have  availed  them- 
selves of  its  advantages  and  covered  their  baggage  with  the 
indemnity  certificates  of  the  petitioner,  in  order  to  secure 
the  additional  free  allowance  of  150  pounds  of  baggage  ;  or 
that  such  advantages  as  are  afforded  by  it  have  not  been  con- 
fined or  restricted  to  any  one  or  more  classes  of  travelers, 
or  to  members  of  any  one  or  more  organizations,  but  are  and 
have  been  open  to  all  who  desired  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
same.  It  admits  that  (m  January  15th,  1886,  it  issued  circu- 
lar No.  fourteen  of  that  date,  which  amongst  other  things 
recognized  the  certificates  of  the  petitioner  for  free  baggage 
to  the  extent  of  300  pounds,  but  says  that  the  arrangement 
with  petitioner,  in  consequence  of  which  the  circular  was 
issued,  was  a  verbal  one  between  cei-tain  officers  or  agents  of 
that  company,  and  was  not  for  any  specific  duration  or  term, 
and  denies  that  the  alleged  printed  contract  marked  "  D," 
attached  to  the  petition,  was  executed  by  the  defendant.  It 
admits  that  on  the  26th  of  March,  1887,  the  Philadelphia  and 
Reading  Railroad  Company  notified  petitioner  that  it  would 
refuse  to  honor  any  indemnity  certificates  issued  after  April 
1st,  1887,  but  would  honor  all  certificates  issued  prior  to  the 
receipt  of  such  notice  until  they  expired,  but  does  not  admit 
that  this  action  was  taken  on  the  part  of  the  Philadelphia 
and  Reading  Railroad  Company  on  account  alone  of  its  in- 
terpretation of  the  statute  entitled  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce. It  admits  that  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company 
issued  the  circular  mentioned  in  the  petition  instructing  its 
agents  to  allow  any  passenger  but  150  pounds  of  free  bag- 
gage under  any  conditions,  and  says  that  it  discontinued  that 
arrangement  with  petitioner  because  it  was  advised  that  such 
arrangement  should  be  discontinued  in  view  of  the  act  of 
Congress  approved  February  4th,  1887,  entitled  an  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce.  It  admits  the  filing  of  the  petition 
of  April  11th,  1887,  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
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by  the  petitioner  as  averred  in  the  complaint.  It  admits,  as 
charged  in  the  complaint,  the  tiling  of  petition  by  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Kailroad  Company  to  the  Interstate  Commission,  and 
avers  that  after  the  filing  of  the  petition  the  Philadelphia 
and  Beading  Bailroad  Company  withdrew  the  privileges  of 
holders  of  the  indemnity  certificates  of  the  petitioner ;  that 
no  answers  was  filed  to  said  petition,  and  that  it  was  with- 
draMTi  by  E.  B.  Byington,  the  general  passenger  agent,  by 
whom  it  was  filed.  It  does  not  admit  that  such  withdrawal 
of  the  petition  would  leave  the  question  to  be  determined 
still  in  suspense,  or  that  it  will  prove  injurious  to  the  inter- 
ests of  the  petitioner  in  this  complaint,  and  injurious  to  the 
interests  of  the  general  public  concerned  ;  or  that  there  are 
in  existence  a  number  of  baggage  indemnity  certificates  of 
petitioner  that  will  expire  at  various  dates  between  now  and 
March  24,  1888,  or  that  the  result  of  the  refusal  of  the  de- 
fendant to  recognize  the  certificates  will  cause  serious  injury 
to  those  holding  such  certificates,  as  well  as  to  the  interests 
of  the  petitioner,  and  may  render  petitioner  liable  to  action 
and  litigation  by  holders  of  such  certificates,  claiming  breach 
of  performance  of  the  conditions  thereof.  It  asserts  that  the 
case  stated  by  the  petitioner  does  not  come  within  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  Congress,  entitled  "An  Act  to  Begidate 
Commerce,"  nor  "ivTithin  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission 
thereby  established,  and  prays  that  as  to  it  said  petition  may 
be  dismissed. 

From  admissions  in  the  pleadings  and  from*  proofs  before 
us,  we  find  the  facts  material  to  the  determination  of  this 
complaint  to  be,  in  substance,  as  follows : 

In  the  year  1884  the  Traders  and  Travelers'  Union  (Co- 
operative), of  New  York,  was  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  New  York.  One  object  of  its  incorporation,  as 
specified  in  its  charter,  is  to  provide  for  injury  to  or  loss  of 
baggage,  and  for  that  purpose  it  has  created  a  contingent 
fund,  known  as  the  Traders  and  Travelers*  Baggage  Indem- 
nity Fund.  On  or  about  November,  1885,  it  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  National  Begistry  and  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany to  act  as  its  agents,  and  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
protection  against  loss  of  baggage  covered  by  the  said  bag- 
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gage  indemnity  fund.  This  registry  system  is  of  value  to 
railroads  in  enabling  them  to  identify  the  passenger  with  his 
baggage,  and  in  various  ways  to  prevent  irregularities,  and 
to  trace  the  baggage  in  case  of  loss,  and  it  also  holds  the 
railroad  company  harmless  for  the  loss  of  the  baggage,  by 
means  of  the  indemnity  fund  mentioned.  Many  of  the  rail- 
roads of  the  United  States,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  law,  entered  into  this  arrangement  with  the 
Traders  and  Travelers'  Union.  Among  these  were  the 
Philadelphia  and  Reading  Raih'oad  Company  and  Lehigh 
Valley  Railroad  Company,  each  of  which  entered  into  such 
an  arrangement  in  January,  1886.  The  terms  of  the  arrange- 
ment provide  that  it  is  open  to  all  who  desire  to  avail  them- 
selves of  it,  and  is  not  confined  merely  to  classes  of  travel- 
lers, or  to  commercial  men,  or  to  members  of  any  one  or 
more  organizations.  By  this  arrangement,  and  in  considera- 
tion of  it,  the  railroad  companies  which  very  generally  al- 
lowed, prior  to  that  time,  baggage  free  of  charge  to  the 
amount  of  150  pounds  to  each  passenger,  increased  this  al- 
lowance to  300  pounds  of  free  baggage  to  each  passenger 
availing  himself  of  this  arrangement. 

After  the  enactment  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  law  the 
Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railroad  Company  and  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Railroad  Company  each  discontinued  this  arrange- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  it  was  in  conflict  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  law.  Since  the  first  of  April,  1887,  none  of  the 
railroad  companies  of  the  country  have  any  arrangement 
with  the  Traders  and  Travelers'  Union  for  the  allowance  of 
300  pounds  of  free  baggage  as  provided  in  these  certificates, 
but  have  abandoned  that  arrangement  and  now  allow  only 
150  pounds  of  baggage  free  to  each  passenger.  The  certifi- 
cates mentioned  provide  for  the  transportation  of  baggage 
over  the  railroads  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  above  in- 
dicated. A  charge  was  made  of  $3.20  per  annum  to  each 
customer  of  the  Traders  and  Travelers'  Union.  Two  dol- 
lars of  that  amount  went  to  the  indemnity  fund,  and  the 
item  of  twenty  cents  was  for  the  rental  of  the  plates  used  in 
the  registration  of  the  baggage.  The  Traders  and  Travel- 
ers' Union  under  that  system  gave  insurance  on  property  to 
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the  estimated  value  of  $200  on  each  trunk,  and  in  case  pf 
loss  the  passenger  would  have  to  prove  his  loss,  the  same  as 
with  any  other  insurance  company,  and  could  recover  the 
amount  actually  lost  not  exceeding  two  hundred  dollars  on 
each  trunk.  This  insurance  covers  loss  by  fire,  collision, 
theft  and,  in  fact,  loss  of  every  character,  and  releases  the 
railroad  company  from  all  liability  absolutely.  *  The  trunk 
thus  registered  has  a  plate  riveted  to  it,  and  there  is  another 
trunk  plate  with  a  like  number  which  certifies  that  this  trunk 
belongs  to  the  passenger.  Checks  or  cards  are  given  for 
these  trunks,  and  a  report  of  the  trunks  thus  registered  and 
checked  is  made  by  the  baggage-master. 

In  all  these  facts,  which  we  have  carefully  considered, 
there  is  nothing  that  involves  any  question  of  unjust  discrim- 
ination or  extortion,  or  any  other  matter  of  which  we  have 
any  jurisdiction.  If  petitioner  has  contracts  or  business  ar- 
rangements with  defendants  or  others,  by  which  large  num- 
bers of  its  certificates  are  outstanding  in  the  hands  of  hold- 
ers, and  if  in  any  of  the  matters  related  in  this  evidence  it  has 
been  injured  and  wronged  by  the  defendants,  there  are  courts 
provided  by  law  having  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine 
controversies  of  that  character.  The  power  to  enforce  con- 
tracts is  not  one  which  has  been  confided  to  us.  Nor  have 
we  any  general  power,  or  authority,  to  manage  the  business 
of  carriers,  but  only  a  limited  power,  expressly  defined  by 
the  statute,  to  interfere  to  prevent  wrong  and  oppression  in 
specified  cases.  Every  ground  of  our  jurisdiction,  as  defined 
by  the  statute,  relates  directly  or  indirectly  to  the  transpor- 
tation of  persons  and  freight  by  carriers  at  fair  and  reasona- 
ble rates,  and  with  absolute  impartiality  as  to  facilities  and 
accommodations.  In  this  proceeding,  as  in  all  others,  we 
shall  refrain  from  expressing  opinions  upon  matters  that  are 
outside  of  our  jurisdiction,  and  from  entering  into  any  dis- 
cussion of  them.  As  the  evidence  shows  a  case  that  is  not 
within  our  jurisdiction,  and  upon  which  we  can  give  no  re- 
lief, the  petition  is  dismissed. 

In  this  opinion  all  concur. 
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BURTON  STOCK  CAR  COMPANY  v.  CHICAGO,  BUR- 
LINGTON AND  QUINCY  RAILROAD  COMPANY 
AND  OTHERS. 

June  21, 22, 83  and  July  25. 

Complainant  is  manufacturer  and  owner  of  a  patent  stock  car,  designed  for 
the  transportation  of  cattle  and  other  live  stock  in  a  less  cruel  way  than 
they  are  now  transported,  and  with  less  loss  by  shrinkage.  It  is  cus- 
tomary for  railroad  companies  to  receive  each  other's  cars  as  they  find 
convenient  in  their  business,  and  to  pay  a  uniform  mileage  rate  for  the 
use  thereof.  They  refuse  to  receive  complainant's  cars  and  pay  a  like 
rate.  As  complainant  is  not  a  carrier,  and  such  an  arrangement  with 
it  would  not  be  reciprocal  but  one-sided,  it  is  not  unjust  discrimination 
on  their  part  to  refuse  to  make  it.  /  . 

Whether  the  charge  made  by  defendants  for  transporting  the  cars  of  oom- 
plalnant  is  excessive  is  left  undecided ;  the  evidence  on  tliat  branch  of 
the  case  being  unsatisfactory. 

i?.  K  Butler  and  C.  JE.  Barker,  for  complainant. 

Wirt  Dexter,  Wm.  Brown,  E,  C,  Perkins,  DiUon,  Swayne 
cfe  Blair,  Burton  Hanson,  G.  C,  Greene,  S.  Shellabarger,  If. 
H,  Poppleton,  Young  db  Lightman,  Strong  (&  MossTnan,  and 
J.  W.  Carey,  for  the  several  defendants. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  COMMISSION. 

Walker,  Commissioner. 

The  above-entitled  cause  has  been  heard  upon  complaint, 
answers,  and  proofs.  The  Burton  Stock  Car  Company  com- 
plains against  the  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Bailway 
Company ;  Chicago  and  Alton  Eailway  Company ;  Union 
Pacific  Eailway  Company ;  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  South- 
em  Eailway  Company ;  Cleveland,  Columbus,  Cincinnati 
and  Indianapolis  Eailway  Company;  Chicago,  Burlington 
and  Northern  Eailway  Company  ;  Hannibal  and  St.  Joseph 
Eailway  Company ;  Missouri  Pacific  Eailway  Company ; 
Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Eailway  Company ;  and 
the  Burlington  and  Missouri  Eiver  Eailway  Company ;  al- 
leging, in  substance,  that  it  owns  a  large  number  of  cars 
designed  for  and  adapted  to  the  humane  transportation  of 
live  stock,  for  the  use  of  which  over  a  hundred  railroad 
companies  pay  complainant  a  mileage  of  three-quarters  of 
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a  cent  per  mile  per  car,  which  is  alleged  to  be  a  customary 
mileage  paid  by  all  railroad  companies  for  the  use  of  cars 
of  other  railroad  companies  and  owners  of  cars ;  while  the 
defendants  refuse  to  pay  this  mileage,  and  also  demand  for 
the  transportation  of  live  stock  in  the  Burton  cars  a  charge 
additional  to  the  tariff  rate  for  carrying  live  stock  in  ordin- 
nary  cars,  at  the  rate  of  120  per  cent,  of  said  tariff  rate  on 
Burton  cars  thirty  feet  in  length,  increased  three  per  cent. 
for  each  additional  foot  or  fraction  of  a  foot  of  length.  The 
refusal  to  pay  said  mileage  and  said  extra  charge  upon  the 
live  stock  carried  in  the  Burton  cars  are  alleged  to  constitute 
unjust  discrimination  and  extortion,  forbidden  by  sections 
1,  2,  and  3  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

There  is  no  charge  that  the  defendant  companies  or  any 
of  them  refuse  to  receive  and  haul  the  complainant's  cars, 
but  the  complaint  is  directed  solely  to  the  refusal  to  pfty 
mileage  and  to  the  extra  charge  made  shippers,  as  above 
stated. 

The  complaint  concludes  as  follows : 

"And  said  Burton  Stock  Car  Company  prays  that  it  may 
\>e  relieved  from  such  unjust  discrimination,  and  that  said 
railroad  companies  may  be  enjoined  and  restrained  from 
making  any  extortionate  demands  and  charges,  and  that 
said  railroad  companies  may  be  ordered  to  haul  and  operate 
the  cars  of  the  Burton  Stock  Car  Company  on  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  as  they  operate  their  own  and  the  cars  of 
other  railroads,  individuals,  and  private  companies,  and  that 
they  may  also  be  ordered  to  report  and  account  to  said  Bur- 
ton Stock  Car  Company  for  such  mileage  as  has  been  earned 
in  the  past  or  may  be  earned  in  the  future  over  the  several 
lines  referred  to,  by  the  cars  of  the  said  Burton  Stock  Car 
Company,  and  for  such  further  relief  as  may  be  deemed  just 
and  proper  by  your  honorable  board." 

The  answer  of  the  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Rail- 
road Company  admits  the  payment  of  mileage,  at  the  rate 
stated,  to  other  roads  and  owners  of  cars  for  the  use  of  their 
cars  running  on  its  lines,  but  says  that  the  character  of  said 
cars  and  the  conditions  under  which  they  are  used  are  to- 
tally di£ferent  from  the  cars  of  complainant  and  the  condi- 
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tions  of  their  operations  ;  so  that  the  failure  to  pay  a  like 
mileage  on  the  Burton  cars  is  in  no  way  a  discrimination  or 
an  infraction  of  law.  It  sets  forth  the  facts  in  detail  which 
are  alleged  to  constitute  a  difference  in  circumstances,  and 
claims  that  the  character  of  the  Burton  cars  is  such  that 
they  are  not  available  for  return  freight  and  have  to  be 
hauled  back  empty,  which  fact  is  given  as  the  reason  for  the 
additional  charge  made  to  shippers  in  those  cars.  And  it 
says  that  all  palace  stock  cars,  similar  to  those  of  complain- 
ant, owned  by  it  or  other  persons  or  corporations,  are  treated 
alike,  no  mileage  being  paid  to  any  of  them,  and  the  same 
tariff  being  enforced  ;  and  asserts  that  the  payment  of  mile- 
age to  complainant  would  be  a  discrimination  against  the 
owners  of  like  cars. 

The  answer  of  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island,  and  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  is  similar,  stating  facts  more  fully  as  to  its 
ownership  of  cars  sufficient  to  perform  all  requirements  of 
transportation  of  live  stock,  and  the  method  of  interchange 
of  cars  'among  railroad  companies.  It  says  that  prior  to 
April  5th  last  five  cents  per  mile  was  charged  for  hauling  the 
Burton  and  other  improved  stock  cars  when  empty,  and  that 
the  present  charge  of  an  increased  percentage  on  the  con- 
tents of  the  car  was  understood  to  be  made  at  the  desire  of 
the  complainant  in  place  of  the  former  charge  for  hauling 
back  empty  cars. 

The  answer  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
among  other  things,  submits  that  it  is  not  under  any  legal 
obligation,  either  at  common  law  or  by  statute,  to  receive 
and  transport  over  its  road  the  trains,  cars,  and  vehicles  of 
private  parties  and  corporations  not  operating  railroads  and 
not  exchanging  passenger,  freight,  or  other  cars  as  common 
carriers. 

The  answer  of  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern 
Railroad  Company,  among  other  things,  denies  that  it  is 
under  any  obligation  whatever  to  employ,  receive,  transport, 
or  haul  said  petitioner's  cars  and  pay  said  complainant  com- 
pensation or  mileage  therefor ;  that  it  owes  complainant  no 
duty  or  obligation  to  use  or  employ  its  cars  ;  that  complain- 
ant is  not  a  shipper  of  live  stock,  but  merely  the  owner  of 
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certain  cars  which  it  seeks  to  compel  defendant  to  hire  and 
use  in  place  of  suitable  and  proper  cars  which  defendant  now 
owns,  and  claims  the  right  to  select  its  own  agencies,  means, 
and  equipment  for  transacting  its  own  business. 

The  answer  of  the  Cleveland,  Columbus,  Cincinnati  and 
Indianapolis  Railway  Company  also  denies  that  it  owes  any 
duty  to  complainant  or  to  any  private  corporation  to  receive 
or  haul  its  cars  in  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  to  do  so ; 
that  it  has  the  right  to  select  cars  as  it  pleases,  and  exclude 
all  others  for  which  similar  advantages  are  claimed,  and  to 
make  exclusive  agreements  to  that  end. 

The  other  answers  are  similar  in  efiect,  and  need  not  be 
noticed  in  detail. 

The  facts  found  by  the  Commission  are  as  follows  : 

The  complainant  is  one  of  several  corporations  which  own 
cars  fitted  up  especially  for  the  transportation  of  live  stock, 
and  lease  them  to  shippers  for  that  purpose.  There  is  an 
increasing  public  demand  for  cars  of  this  character.  The 
chief  advantage  claimed  for  such  cars  is  in  the  fact  that  live 
stock  can  can  be  fed  and  watered  while  the  train  is  moving, 
avoiding  the  evils  attendant  upon  unloading  at  stock-yards 
for  that  purpose  from  time  to  time  during  the  trip,  which  is 
required  by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  sec- 
tions 4386-4390,  in  case  of  cattle  carried  in  ordinary  cattle- 
cars.  In  complainant's  cars  the  cattle  also  stand  side  by 
«ide,  partially  separated  from  each  other  while  in  transit. 
Tlie  Burton  cars  have  been  in  use  since  1883.  Eighty-six 
are  now  running  and  one  hundred  more  building.  Some  of 
the  devices  embraced  in  their  construction  are  protected  by 
patents  which  the  complainant  owns.  The  Burton  cars  are 
of  various  lengths,  viz.,  34,  36,  38,  and  42  feet.  They  have 
been  built  as  long  as  46.6  and  51  feet,  but  no  more  of  these 
lengths  are  now  contemplated.  Ordinary  cattle-cars  were 
formerly  28  and  30  feet  long.  There  is  a  tendency  of  late 
to  increase  their  length  to  34  feet,  in  order  to  enable  them  to 
carry  two  lengths  of  16-foot  lumber,  and  many  of  them  now 
arc  30  feet  and  over.  Some  of  the  defendant  companies  o^vn 
more  than  5,000  cattle-cars  each,  all  of  the  ordinary  con- 
Btruction,  as  to  which  no  substantial  change  has  been  made 
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during  the  last  twenty  years  except  in  improved  running- 
gear  and  adaptation  for  the  carriage  of  other  kinds  of  freight. 
The  Burton  cars  carry  16  cattle  each,  and  are  equipped  with 
a  room  in  the  center  for  a  drover,  with  bunk,  etc. ;  also  a 
large  receptacle  underneath  for  carrying  hay  and  grain. 
The  ordinary  cattle-cars  carry  from  19  to  23  cattle  at  a  load, 
20 or  21  being  a  fair  average  load.  The  Burton  cars  are  some- 
what heavier  than  the  ordinary  cars,  but  not  materially 
heavier  when  loaded.  They  are  well  built  and  safe  cars,  and 
can  be  hauled  in  any  orindary  freight  train.  They  are  owned 
by  complainant  company,  which  rents  them  to  shippers  at 
the  uniform  rate  of  2^  cents  per  mile  run.  The  shippers 
pay  the  railroad  charges  in  addition. 

Railroad  companies  exchange  cars  with  each  other*  at  a 
uniform  rate  of  f  of  a  cent  per  mile  run,  paid  upon  the  bal- 
ance of  mileage  for  or  against  each  company,  as  adjusted 
periodically.  Some  railroad  companies,  about  one  hundred, 
as  stated  by  complainant's  treasurer,  treat  the  cars  of  the 
Burton  Stock  Car  Company  in  the  same  manner  as  the  cars 
of  other  roads  so  far  as  the  payment  of  J  of  a  cent  per  mile 
car  service  is  concerned  ;  these  roads  are  chiefly  in  the  East 
All  of  the  defendant  roads  refuse  to  pay  anything  to  com- 
plainant by  way  of  car  service.  Prior  to  April  5th,  1887, 
most  of  the  defendant  roads  charged  five  cents  per  mile  for 
hauling  special  cattle  cars  when  empty,  and  when  loaded 
the  ordinars  rates  to  the  shipper  of  the  stock.  All  loaded 
cattle  cars  are  charged  for  at  the  estimated  average  weight 
of  the  ordinary  car  load,  so  that  16  cattle  in  a  Burtin  car 
pay  the  same  freight  as  20  or  21  cattle  in  an  ordinary  car. 

On  April  5th,  1887,  a  revised  classification  was  put  in 
force  by  the  Western  Classification  Committee,  acting  for  an 
association  of  which  all  the  defendants  except  the  Lake 
Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Eailroad  Company  and  the 
Cleveland,  Columbus,  Cincinnati,  and  Indianapolis  Railroad 
Company  are  members,  in  which  the  following  rule  appears  : 

"  Live  stock  in  car  loads,  carrier's  risk,  class  2. 

"  Note. — Live  stock  transported  in  special  or  palace  live- 
stock cars,  not  the  property  of  railway  companies,  will  be 
charged  as  follows :  In  cars  not  exceeding  30  feet  in  lengthy 
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internal  measurement,  120  per  cent,  of  tariff  rates  ;  for  each 
additional  foot  or  fraction  thereof  in  excess  of  30  feet  in 
length,  internal  measurement,  an  additional  charge  of  3  per 
cent,  per  foot,  or  fraction  thereof,  will  be  made. 

For  example,  live  stock  in  a  palace  car  36  feet  in  length, 
internal  measurement,  will  be  charged  138  per  cent,  of  tariff 
rate  ;  live  stock  in  a  palace  car  40  feet  in  length,  internal 
measurement,  will  be  charged  150  per  cent  of  tariff  rate.  It 
being  optional  with  any  railway  company  to  receive  car 
exceeding  34  feet  in  length." 

This  rule  is  still  in  force.  The  Chicago  and  Alton  Rail- 
road Company  did  not  accept  the  Western  classification  in 
this  respect,  but  provided  by  a  circular  dated  May  30,  1887, 
for  a  charge  of  5  cents  per  mile  on  empty  cars,  and  for  or- 
dinary tariff  rates  on  cattle  in  special  cars  of  30  feet  in  length; 
over  30  and  not  exceeding  33  feet,  10  per  cent,  additional ; 
and  a  further  charge  of  3  per  cent,  for  each  foot  or  fraction 
thereof,  above  33  feet. 

The  extra  charge  to  shippers  in  the  Western  classification, 
above  quoted  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  the  former  charge 
of  5  cents  per  mile  for  hauling  back  empty  cars,  and  was  ad- 
opted after  a  suggestion  of  one  of  the  officials  of  complainant 
to  the  effect  that  the  public  objected  to  paying  tariff  rates 
and  5  cents  additional  mileage  for  the  empty  cars,  and  that 
it  would  be  better  to  put  it  in  the  form  of  a  percentage  on 
the  tariff.  The  Commission  do  not  understand,  however, 
that  complainant  thereby  acceded  to  the  justice  of  either 
charge,  but  merely  that  it  preferred  the  one  method  to  the 
other  in  case  an  additional  charge  was  to  be  enforced. 

I'he  traffic  in  live  stock  upon  the  roads  leading  from  the 
West  to  Kansas  City,  Chicago,  and  St.  Louis  is  almost  wholly 
East-bound,  the  West-bound  shipments  being  chiefly  of  tine 
stock  for  breeding  purposes.  It  is  a  matter  of  material  im- 
portance to  the  railroads  to  be  able  to  get  return  loads  upon 
cattle  cars  going  back  from  those  cities  to  the  West.  The 
chief  opportunities  for  back  loading  are  found  in  lumber, 
steel  rails,  and  ties.  Lumber  cannot  conveniently  be  loaded 
in  the  Burton  cars.  Steel  rails,  also,  cannot  be  taken  upon 
those  cars,  but  are  at  times  loaded  in  ordinary  cattle  cars 
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through  doors  placed  at  the  ends  for  that  purpose.  Practi- 
cally the  special  stock  cars  are  not  available  for  back  loading 
to  any  considerable  extent  upon  the  roads  of  the  defendant 
companies.  , 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts  one  question  largely  discussed  by 
counsel  was  as  to  whether  a  railroad  company  is  by  law  re- 
quired to  accept  for  transportation  the  cars  of  complainant, 
and  whether  the  Commission  has  authority  to  direct  such 
cars  to  be  so  accepted  when  tendered  in  good  order,  prop- 
erly constructed,  mechanically  correct,  and  loaded  with  live 
stock. 

It  was  argued  by  defendants  that  a  railroad  company  is  not 
bound  to  accept  all  cars  and  other  instrumentalities  of  traffic 
offered  it,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  is  required  by  the  law  to 
provide  for  itself  all  equipment  necessary  for  the  transaction 
of  its  business,  and,  having  done  this,  has  performed  its  duty 
to  the  public  ;  and  also  that  the  "  Act  to  Kegulate  Com- 
merce" contains  no  suggestion  of  a  power  in  the  Commission 
to  decide  upon  the  quality  or  fitness  of  the  equipment  of 
railroad  companies.  It  is  apparently  conceded  that  the  gen- 
eral subject  of  the  safe  and  proper  operation  of  railroads  is 
within  the  power  of  State  legislatures  and  of  Congress  to 
regulate  wdtliin  their  respective  spheres  of  jurisdiction ;  a 
large  part  of  the  duties  conferred  upon  some  of  the  existing 
State  railroad  commissions  is  in  the  supervision  of  such 
matters,  extending  to  the  safety  of  bridges  and  roadway  as 
well  as  of  rolling  stock  and  other  instrumentalities  and  con- 
veniences used  in  transporting  persons  and  property.  But 
it  is  claimed  that  the  supervision  of  interstate  commerce  in 
these  respects  was  not  contemplated  by  Congress  in  the  act 
under  which  the  Commission  is  organized,  and  that  no  pow- 
ers have  been  conferred  upon  the  Commission  in  that  behalf; 
that  the  act  regulates  the  transportation  of  property,  which 
is  called  commerce,  but  that  the  subject  of  procuring  ade- 
quate means  for  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  transpor- 
tation is  not  commerce,  and  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
tlie  Commission. 

On  the  other  hand  the  complainant  insists  that  the  only 
way  to  regulate  commerce  is  by  regulating  the  instrumental- 
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ities  of  commerce,  which  necessarily  includes  power  to  reg- 
ulate the  cars,  bridges,  heating  apparatus,  and  all  other 
means  and  appliances  by  the  use  of  which  interstate  com- 
merce is  carried  on. 

The  complaint,  however,  does  not  allege  a  refusal  by  the 
defendants  or  any  of  them  to  accept  and  haul  complainants' 
cars,  and  the  evidence  does  not  disclose  any  such  refusal. 
On  the  contrary,  the  evidence  clearly  shows  that  most  of  the 
defendants  publicly  announce  the  terms  on  which  live  stock 
oflfered  for  transportation  in  special  cars  will  be  received  and 
transported.  For  these  reasons  it  is  apparent  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  defendants  are  bound  to  receive  complain- 
ants' cars  is  not  presented,  nor  the  question  whether  the  act 
confers  jurisdiction  upon  the  Commission  over  the  instru- 
mentalities of  commerce  ;  and  no  opinion  is  expressed  upgn 
those  questions. 

In  view  of  the  general  demand  among  intelligent  shippers 
for  more  satisfactory  although  more  expensive  conveniences 
for  the  safe  and  rapid  transportation  of  live  stock,  it  is  scarce- 
ly conceivable  that  any  railroad  company  will  deliberately 
exclude  from  its  lines  the  improved  stock  cars  which  modern 
invention  has  introduced,  and  which  are  recognized  in  the 
official  tariflFs  and  classifications  of  the  carriers. 

The  question  presented  by  the  complaint,  and  the  only 
question  properly  to  be  decided  here,  is  whether  the  terms 
upon  which  the  defendants  take  the  special  stock-cars  are 
just  and  reasonable.  This  question  divides  itself  into  two 
branches : 

First.  Should  the  defendants  be  required  to  pay  three- 
fourths  of  a  cent  per  mile  run  to  the  complainant  by  way  of 
car  service  ? 

Second.  Is  the  tariflf  rate  charged  shippers  for  transporta- 
tion of  live  stock  in  special  stock-cars  a  just  and  reasonable 
rate? 

Upon  the  first  question  it  is  admitted  that  the  defendant 
carriers  refused  to  pay  to  the  complainant  mileage  upon  the 
distance  run  by  complainant's  cars  over  their  roads.  This 
refusal  is  claimed  to  be  an  unjust  discrimination  against  the 
complainant. 
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As  is  well  known,  freight  cars  belonging  to  the  different 
railroad  companies  throughout  the  land  are,  to  a  large  ex- 
tent, used  interchangeably.  A  record  of  their  mileage  when 
away  from  home  is  made  the  basis  of  the  payment  of  "  car 
service"  at  the  rate  of  three-fourths  of  a  cent  per  mile.  Of 
course,  if  the  cars  of  a  carrier  are  used  as  much  away  from 
home  as  it  uses  the  cars  of  other  roads  on  its  line,  the  month- 
ly payments  for  car  service  will  be  offset  by  the  amounts  re- 
ceived. This  is  theoretically  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  a 
matter  of  mutual  convenience  which  costs  neither  party  any- 
thing. The  payments  and  receipts  in  any  one  month  could 
not  be  expected  to  exactly  balance,  but  if  each  road  has  cars 
sufficient  for  its  use,  the  result' in  the  long  run  will  be  very 
nearly  equalized.  In  view  of  this  fact  it  is  obvious  that  no 
great  importance  attends  the  making  this  payment  an  exact 
compensation  for  the  use  of  the  cars,  and  it  woidd  not  be 
fair  to  make  it  the  measure  of  payment  required  to  be  made 
for  the  use  of  cars  hired  from  other  persons. 

The  Burton  Stock  Car  Company  does  not  receive  and  use 
the  cars  belonging  to  other  carriers  and  there  is  no  possible 
mutuality  in  this  respect,  such  as  exists  between  carriers  ex- 
changing cars  in  the  ordinary  way.  The  Burton  Stock  Car 
Company  is  in  no  sense  a  "  connecting  line,"  entitled  to 
equal  facilities  for  interchange  of  traffic  under  the  provisions 
of  the  second  paragraph  of  section  three  of  the  **  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce."  Its  counsel  insists  that  it  is  not  a 
common  carrier.  When  freight  is  tendered  to  defendants  in 
loaded  cars  by  other  carriers  tliey  have  the  option  to  take  the 
car  or  to  reload  the  freight  into  their  own  cars,  and  the  latter 
course  is  often  pursued  wlien  the  cost  of  unloading  is  less 
than  the  car  service  for  the  proposed  trip.  The  fact  that 
carriers  interchange  cars  with  one  another  in  the  manner  and 
on  the  terms  above  stated  does  not  entitle  the  complainant 
to  claim  that  it  is  unjustly  discriminated  against,  by  a#refu- 
sal  to  pay  it  the  same  rate  which  carriers  adopt  as  the  basis 
in  adjusting  their  car  service  accounts  with  each  other.  Tlie 
claim  of  the  Burton  Car  Company  for  payment  by  the  rail- 
road companies  for  the  use  of  their  cars  is  matter  of  con- 
tract and  agreement  between  the  parties,  so  far  as  the  proofe 


BURTON  STOCK  GAB  CO.  V.  CHICAGO,  ETC.,  R.  R.  CO.  141 

before  us  show,  which  does  not  present  the  feature  of  unjust 
discrimination.  It  seems  that  some  carriers  find  the  use  of 
Burton  cars,  or  of  other  improved  stock  cars,  to  be  a  service 
desired  and  demanded  by  the  public,  and  are  willing  to  con- 
cede to  the  complainant  a  reasonable  payment  for  such  use. 
So  long  as  the  carriers  have  no  like  cars  in  their  own  equip- 
ment, upon  which  live  stock  can  be  watered  and  fed  without 
unloading,  there  is  apparent  justice  in  making  such  compen- 
sation. But  complainant,  which  charges  and  receives  from 
the  public  two  and  a  half  cents  per  mile  for  the  use  of  its 
cars,  is  not  in  a  position  which  entitles  it  to  demand  an  ad- 
ditional payment  of  three-fourths  of  a  cent  per  mile  from  the 
carrier  upon  the  ground  that  the  carriers  pay  that  sum  to 
each  other  upon  exchanging  cars  under  the  circumstances 
above  stated,  and  that  their  refusal  to  pay  the  same  sum  to 
complainant  is  an  unjust  discrimination.  Nor  is  any  ground 
apparent  upon  which  such  a  paymerit  can  be  ordered  by  this 
Commission. 

The  other  ground  of  complaint  is  that  the  charge  made  to 
shippers  of  live  stock  by  the  Burton  cars  is  too  high. 

The  extra  charge  provided  for  in  the  western  classification 
is  justified  by  the  carriers  upon  the  ground  that  the  cars  have 
to  be  taken  empty  to  the  point  where  they  are  to  be  loaded, 
or  returned  empty  from  the  point  where  they  are  unloaded, 
while  ordinary  cattle  cars  are  more  susceptible  of  being  load- 
ed in  both  directions  and  are  often  so  loaded  in  fact.  This 
was  explained  in  detail  in  respect  to  the  Chicago,  Burlington 
and  Quincy  railroad,  upon  which  a  large  proportion  of  the  rail- 
road company's  cattle  cars  are  used  in  both  directions. 

It  appears  to  the  Commission  that  the  expense  of  hauling 
complainant's  cars  in  one  direction  unloaded,  as  compared 
with  the  greater  ability  to  load  back  the  ordinary  cattle  cars 
in  use  by  the  defendants,  and  the  fact  that  a  large  percentage 
of  the  ordinary  cattle  cars  are  so  back-loaded  upon  the  long 
hauls  of  the  western  roads  is  a  consideration  which  justifies 
a  difference  in  charge  against  shippers  who  prefer  to  hire 
the  improved  stock  cars  for  the  transportation  of  their  live 
stock. 

The  fact  that  cattle  are  transported  in  better  condition  and 
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with  less  shrinkage  in  the  special  cars,  and  on  that  account 
are  worth  more  at  the  end  of  the  journey,  is  not  a  reason 
which  the  carriers  can  properly  make  use  of  as  justifying  an 
increased  charge.  It  is  in  view  of  this  fact  that  the  ship- 
pers pay  2^  cents  per  mile  to  complainant  for  the  use  of 
its  cars ;  and  the  legal  duties  of  carriers  in  respect  to  all 
property  which  they  accept  for  transportation  cannot  be  for- 
gotten. 

Nor  is  the  fact  that  these  special  stock  cars  are  chiefly  used 
for  higher  grades  of  stock  a  proper  ground  for  additional 
charge,  based  upon  the  kind  of  car  employed  in  the  service. 
The  car  is  the  same,  whether  used  for  Morgan  horses  or  Texas 
steers.  Any  addition  to  the  transportation,  based  upon  the 
value  of  the  article  carried,  is,  in  part  at  least,  in  the  nature 
of  an  insurance  premium  paid  for  the  risk,  and  should  be 
applied  to  the  articles  themselves,  and  not  to  the  vehicles  in 
wnich  they  are  transported.  This  is  recognized  in  the  amen- 
ded classification  recently  filed  with  the  Commission  by  the 
Joint  Committee  of  the  Trunk  Lines,  in  which  a  maximum 
value  is  given  upon  which  the  tarifi*  rates  are  based,  and  the 
terms  oipon  which  added  liability  will  be  assumed  for  live 
stock  of  more  than  ordinary  value  are  stated  in  detail.  To 
place  an  additional  burden  upon  all  live  stock  carried  in 
special  stock  cars  upon  the  ground  that  such  cars  are  otten 
used  for  fine  stock  having  high  value  is  obviously  unreason- 
aole. 

But  the  question  remains  whether  the  additional  percent- 
ages provided  for  in  the  classification  constitute  a  just  and 
reasonable  charge  to  shippers,  in  consideration  of  the  single 
fact  that  the  special  stock  cars  are  usually  hauled  empty  in 
one  direction.  The  effect  of  this  charge  was  explained  in 
detail  by  the  general  manager  of  the  Chicago,  Burlington  and 
Quincy  railroad  as  follows  : — "  The  rate  for  a  car  load  of  cat- 
tle from  the  Missouri  river  is  seventy  dollars  for  a  thirty-foot 
car.  If  sent  in  a  Burton  car,  a  thirty-foot  car,  the  charge 
would  be  seventy  dollars  plus  twenty  per  cent. ;  that  is  four- 
dollars,  making  eighty-four  dollars.  Now,  that  fourteen  dol- 
lars we  have  on  the  circular  compensates  us  for  hauling  the 
car  empty  from  Chicago  to  the  Missiouri  river,  a  distance  of 
five  hundred  miles,  and  fourteen  dollars  divided  by  five  hun- 
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dred  is  the  rate  per  mile  we  charge  for  hauling  the  car  out.  It 
is  a  fraction  less  than  three  cents  per  mile.** 

This  is  apparently  a  reasonable  explanation  ;  but  other 
facts,  which  appear  by  the  testimony  before  us,  shoidd  be  also 
noted.  As  before  stated  the  shipper  pays  the  full  car  load 
rat«,  whatever  be  the  number  of  cattle  in  the  car ;  thus,  160 
cattle  at  the  Missouri  river  shipped  in  Burton  cars  would 
make  10  car  loads,  at  16  head  per  car,  for  which  the  carrier 
would  receive  $700  freight  money,  at  $70  per  car.  The  same 
160  cattle  shipped  in  ordinary  cars  would  make  but  8  car 
loads,  at  20  head  per  car,  for  which  the  carrier  would  receive 
on  the  same  basis  $560  only.  The  diflference  of  $140  is  the 
precise  amount,  according  to  the  witness,  which  compensates 
the  company  for  hauling  10  cars  empty  from  Chicago  to  the 
Missouri  river,  at  $14  per  car.  In  other  words,  the  railroad 
companies  apparently  receive  about  25  per  cent,  more  for 
hauling  the  same  number  of  cattle  in  the  Burton  cars  than  in 
the  common  cars. 

It  is  true  that  the  ten  loaded  Burton  cars  weigh  somewhat 
more  than  the  eiglit  loaded  common  cars.  It  is  also  true  that 
the  case  stated  by  the  witness,  quoted  above,  showing  an  ex- 
tra charge  of  only  fourteen  dollars  per  car,  was  not  quite  fair, 
for  the  reason  that  the  Burton  cars  are  more  than  thirty  feet 
in  length.  In  the  case  of  a  Burton  car  thirty-four  feet  in 
kingth  the  extra  charge  on  the  haul  stated  would  be  $22.40 ; 
thirty-six  feet,  $26.60;  thirty-eight  feet,  $30.80;  forty-two 
feet,  S39.20.  If  fourteen  dollars,  or  less  than  three  cents  per 
mile,  be  a  fair  charge  for  hauling  a  thirty -foot  empty  car  from 
Chicago  to  the  Missouri  river,  certainly  $39.20,  or  nearly 
eight  cents  per  mile,  is  too  much  for  a  thirty-two  foot  car. 
Still  there  is  some  increased  expense  connected  with  the  in- 
creased length  and  weight  of  the  longer  cars ;  and  on  the  other 
side,  again,  we  have  the  apparent  fact  that  the  use  of  the 
special  cars  saves  a  certain  amount  of  wear  and  tear  that 
would  otherwise  occur  to  the  cars  of  the  carrier,  not  an  in- 
considerable item  in  a  run  out  and  back  of  a  thousand  miles. 
And  still  again,  the  carriers  urge  that  when  the  special  stock 
cars  are  in  use  their  own  equipment  is  idle  to  a  correspond- 
ing extent,  and  the  investment  which  they  represent  is  un- 
productive. 
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The  case  was  not  presented  to  the  Commissien  tvith  satis- 
factory precision  upon  this  question  by  either  party.  The 
force  of  the  contest  was  expended  on  the  other  points.  It  is 
not  improbable  that  other  pertinent  considerations  may  ex- 
ist, mention  of  which  was  not  made  in  the  evidence,  and  which 
have  not  occurred  to  the  Commission.  It  was  distinctly 
stated  by  the  complainant's  counsel  that  the  object  of  this 
proceeding  was  not  to  obtain  damages  for  past  overcharges, 
but  to  obtain  a  settled  and  reasonable  rule  for  future  service. 
We  therefore  do  not  now  put  upon  recofd  a  finding  that  the 
charges  last  above  stated  are  unreasonable,  although  we  are 
strongly  impressed  with  the  belief  that  such  may  be  the  case. 
These  suggestions  are  commended  to  the  immediate  attention 
of  the  Western  Classification  Committee,  and  the  case  is  re- 
tained by  the  Commission  for  future  consideration  upon  the 
last  above  question 

In  this  opinion  all  concur. 


ADOLPH    OTTINGEE  v.    THE   SOUTHERN  PACIFIC 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

July  23,  1887. 

A  complaint  for  unjust  discrimination  under  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce 
cannot  be  made  to  embrace  cases  which  occurred  before  the  Act  was 
passed,  even  though  they  be  similar  to  one  which  is  complained  of,  and 
which  arose  afterwards. 

The  Commission  has  a  certain  discretion  to  receive  and  adjudge  complaints 
made  by  parties  who  have  no  interest  in  the  matter  involved.  But 
where  **  a  railroad  ticket  broker"  complained  that  a  party  holding  a 
ticket  not  transferable  by  its  teiins,  had  been  refused  a  permission  of 
transfer  which  was  given  to  another,  and  produced  the  affidavit  of  such 
party  in  proof  of  the  fact,  it  was  held  that  the  party  himself  should 
complain  if  an}'  one. 

A  prima  facie  case  of  unjust  discrimination  is  not  shown  by  the  mere  exhi- 
bition of  two  tickets  for  passage,  one  of  which  the  railroad  company 
has  permitted  to  be  transferred  and  the  other  not,  when  the  two  do  not 
appear  to  be  similar. 

The  complainant  who  represents  himself  as  a  railroacL 
ticket  broker  doing  business  at  San  Francisco  in  the  State  of 
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California,  complains  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Kailroad  Com- 
pany for  unjust  discrimination,  in  violation  of  sections  two  and 
three  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.  The  facts  upon 
which  the  complaint  arises  are  in  substance  stated  as  fol- 
lows :  That  on  June  3,  1887,  one  Mrs.  T.  M.  Randolph  was 
owner  of  the  return  portion  of  a  first-class  railroad  ticket 
over  said  railroad,  of  which  a  photographic  copy  is  given  in 
the  petition,  which  said  ticket  was  permitted  to  be  sold  by 
said  Randolph  to  another  person,  through  and  by  virtue  of 
the  authority  of  said  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
through  its  authorized  agent,  T.  H.  Goodman,  the  General 
Ticket  and  Passenger  Agent  of  said  company,  who  indorsed 
on  the  reverse  side  of  said  ticket  the  following :  "  Goofl  for 
passage  of  Mrs.  Sherwood  if  accompanying  Mrs.  Randolph. 
T.  H.  Goodman,  G.  P.  &  T.  A."  That  on  June  17,  1887,  one 
August  G.  Rommel  w^as  the  owner  of  a  similar  ticket,  of 
which  a  copy  is  also  given,  and  applied  to  said  agent  for  the 
same  and  like  privilege  granted  to  said  Randolph,  but  said 
company  through  said  agent  refused  it.  It  is  further  stated 
that  said  Rommel  desires  to  sell  his  said  ticket,  and  his  affi- 
davit in  support  of  the  facts  is  appended  to  the  petition. 
The  complaint  further  avers  that  within  two  years  next  last 
past  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  tickets  of  similar  charac- 
ter, sold  by  complainant  to  be  used  for  passage  over  said 
railroad,  have  been,  when  offered  on  the  cars,  seized  and  de- 
stroyed, to  his  great  injury,  for  which  he  demands  damages; 

The  Randolph  ticket,  as  shown  in  the  complaint,  was  a 
ticket  good  for  a  return  over  one  specified  route  if  used  with- 
in thirty  days.  The  return  part  of  the  Rommel  ticket  enti- 
tled the  purchaser  to  choose  one  of  four  routes,  and  to  have 
a  ticket  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  choice  ;  and  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  route  of  return  had  been  selected,  nor  had 
the  return  ticket  been  obtained  when  the  privilege  of  trans- 
fer was  demanded. 

Walker,  Commissioner,  addressing  the  petitioner's  attor- 
ney by  letter,  said  : 

The  complaint  in  the  case  of  Adolph  OUinger  v.  The  South- 
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er)L  Pacific  Company  was  duly  received,  and  has  been  consid- 
ered attentively  by  the  Commission.  It  is  returned  with  the 
following  suggestions : 

The  allegations  commencing  with  the  words  *'  That  the 
said  plaintiff  within  the  two  years  next  last  past"  (referring 
to  175  tickets  alleged  to  have  been  purchased  and  sold  by 
complainant,  which  were  seized  when  presented  for  passage) 
should  be  expunged,  as  the  subject  matter  thereof  does  not 
appear  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The 
Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  does  not  afford  a  remedy  for 
transactions  which  occurred  before  it  took  effect.  And  the 
transaction  with  Mrs.  Randolph  is  stated  as  having  occurred 
on  June  3d,  1887.  If  the  case  stated  respecting  the  175  Rl- 
leged  tickets  was  the  same,  there  would  be  no  grounds  to 
claim  a  preference  under  the  law  as  to  transactions  prior  to 
that  date.  The  case  stated,  however,  is  not  the  same,  and 
upon  several  grounds  no  prliiia  facie  case  as  to  those  tickets 
is  presented. 

As  to  the  Rommel  tickets  the  Commission  prefers  that,  if 
Mr.  Rommel  has  a  grievance,  he  should  present  it  in  his  own 
name.  His  affidavit  is  annexed- to  the  petition,  but  the  com- 
plaint is  made  by  a  party  having  no  apparent  interest  in  the 
transaction.  The  Commission  is  given  by  the  law  a  certain 
discretion  in  reference  to  its  investigations,  and  it  has  so 
many  actual  controversies  pending  that  it  cannot  enter  upo. 
the  investigation  of  moot  cases.  A  reasonable  evidence  of 
good  faith  in  the  present  case  would  seem  to  be  the  com- 
plaint of  the  party  said  to  be  injured. 

It  is  proper  to  say  further  that  the  Randolph  ticket  is  un- 
cancelled, and  the  time  for  its  use  has  expired.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  transferee,  Mrs.  Sherwood,  was  in  fact  trans- 
ported on  it,  but  only  that  Mr.  Goodman  endorsed  it  as 
**  good"  for  her  passage  "  if  accompanying  Mrs.  Randolph." 
This  was  apparently  an  act  of  courtesy  which  the  party  did 
not  see  fit  to  make  use  of. 

Nor  are  the  Rommel  tickets  similar  in  form  to  the  Ran- 
dolph tickets.  They  have  not  reached  the  same  stage.  As 
they  stand  they  are  good  over  four  routes,  and  no  selection 
has  been  made  or  return  ticket  issued. 
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LOUIS    LAEEISON  v.  THE   CHICAGO  AND  GRAND 

TEUNK  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

THE  MICHIGAN  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY  v. 

THE  SAME  DEFENDANT. 

Tried  June  1501,1887.— Decided  July  85,  1887. 

A  railroad  company  that  sells  miloage  tickets  must  sell  them  impartially  to 
all  the  public  who  apply  for  them.  It  is  not  competent  to  sell  them  to 
a  particular  class  of  persons,  e.  ^,,  commercial  travelers,  at  lower  rates 
than  are  charged  to  others. 

The  provision  in  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com-" 
merce,  that  nothing  therein  shall  apply  to  "the  issuance  of  mileage,  ex- 
cursion or  commutation  passenger  tickets,"  while  fully  authorizing  the 
issuance  of  such  tickets,  does  not  relieve  the  carriers  as  to  rates  charged 
from  the  requirements  of  reasonableness  and  impartiality,  which  are 
prescribed  in  respect  to  rates  in  other  parts  of  the  Act. 

The  fact  that  in  the  mileage  tickets  sold  to  commercial  travelers  a  special 
contract  is  inserted  limiting  the  liability  of  the  carrier  will  not  justify 
a  lower  rate  to  such  commercial  travelers  than  is  charged  the  public, 
where  the  offer  of  such  lower  rate  is*  not  made  to  all  who  will  accept 
such  special  contract. 

The  fact  that  commercial  travelers  by  their  travel  are  supposed  to  create 
f roight trafllc  for  the  roads  is  no  reason  forgiving  them  special  rates  as 
passengers. 

AMey  Pond,  for  complainants. 
E,  W,  Meddangh,  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

Morrison,  Comraissioner  : 

In  one  of  these  cases  the  complainant,  Louis  Larrison,  al- 
leges iinjnst  discrimination  and  neglect  to  publish  fares,  rates 
and  charges  for  mileage  tickets  ;  in  the  other,  unjust  discrim- 
ination is  alleged.  The  two  cases  were,  with  consent  of  the 
parties,  heard  together,  and,  after  investigation  the  facts  are 
found  to  be  as  follows : 

The  defendant,  being  the  same  in  both  cases,  is  and  was, 
on  the  21st  of  May,  1887,  a  common  carrier  of  passengers 
on  its  railroad  from  Port  Huron,  in  the  State  of  Michigan, 
into  and  through  the  State  of  Indiana  to  the  city  of  Chica- 
go, in  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  was  then  offering  fa>  sell  and 
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selling,  for  twenty  dollars,  to  the  class  of  persons  known  as 
commercial  travellers,  mileage  tickets,  entitling  the  holder  to 
ti-ansportation  to  the  extent  of  one  thousand  miles  over  its 
road  between  said  States. 

The  complainant,  Larrison,  having  occasion  to  travel  on 
defendant's  road  between  said  States,  applied  on  the  21st  of 
May,  1887,  at  the  proper  office  of  the  defendant  in  the  city 
of  Detroit,  to  purchase  one  of  said  **  thousand  mile  tickets" 
offering  in  payment  therefor  the  sum  of  twenty  dollars.  The 
defendant  refused  to  sell  this  complainant  such  tickets  for 
less  than  twenty -five  dollars,  alleging  as  a  reason  therefor,  as 
"was  the  fact,  that  complainant,  Larrison,  did  not  belong  to 
the  class  of  persons  known  as  commercial  travellers  to  which 
alone  the  defendant  sold  said  tickets  for  the  price  of  twenty 
dollars. 

The  schedule  of  defendant,  kept  in  its  office  in  said  city  of 
Detroit,  purporting  to  show  the  rates,  fares  and  charges  it 
had  established,  and  which,  were  in  force  May  21,  1887,  did 
not  show  the  rates,  fares  and  charges  which  it  had  estab- 
lished and  were  in  force  for  carrying  passengers  who  pur- 
chased mileage  tickets  which  it  then  kept  and  was  offering 
for  sale ;  but  since  this  complaint  was  made  defendant  has 
caused  its  schedules  of  rates,  fares  and  charges,  to  be  so 
amended  as  to  show  the  rates  at  which  it  sells  mileage  tickets. 

The  other  complainant,  the  Michigan  Central  Railroad 
Company,  owns  and  operates  a  railroad  extending  from  the 
city  of  Detroit,  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  into  and  through 
the  State  of  Indiana,  to  Chicago,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  and 
is  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  between  said  States,  and, 
while  the  defendant  was  oflfering  to  sell  and  selling  to  com- 
mercial travelers  thousand  mile  tickets  for  twenty  dollars  and 
refusing  to  sell  for  less  than  twenty-five  dollars  like  tickets  to 
.  persons  not  commercial  travelers,  this  complainant  was  sell- 
ing such  thousand  mile  tickets  for  twenty-five  dollars  to  the 
public  generally,  without  discrimination  in  favor  of  any  per- 
son or  class  of  persons.  And  as  such  common  carrier  of 
passengers  between  said  States,  this  complainant  and  the  de- 
fendant are  competitors. 

The  answer  of  defendant  admits  the  facts  as  found  above, 
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but  avers  that  nothing  alleged  against  the  defendant  compa- 
ny is  in  conflict  vnih  the  "  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,"  be- 
cause at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  the  railway  com- 
panies of  the  country  generally,  including  the  defendant  and 
the  complainant  companies,  were  and  for  many  years  prior 
thereto  had  been  doing  the  things  now  complained  of ;  and 
further  because,  as  defendant  alleges,  "  the  provisions  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Law  do  not  apply  to  such  mileage  tick- 
ets, nor,  in  any  respect,  affect  the  sale  thereof." 

The  sale  of  mileage  tickets  at  lower  rates  to  one  person 
tlian  to  another,  by  railroad  companies  generally,  might  well 
have  been  lawful  before,  and  be  unlawful  after  the  passage  of 
said  law.  Nor  is  the  fact  that  discriminations  in  the  sale  of 
tickets  were  so  made,  conclusive  testimony  that  they  had  the 
sanction  of  law.  Most  of  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate 
Act  but  re-enact  the  common  law  and  supply  some  new,  while 
saving  all  the  old  remedies.  For  unlawful  discriminations 
or  other  wrongs  done  by  common  carriers  now  subject  to  the 
recent  act,  the  courts,  before  the  act,  aflforded  the  only  rem- 
edy. In  view  of  remedies  so  to  be  obtained  and  necessarily 
with  much  cost,  great  inconvenience  and  some  vexatious  do- 
hiys,  it  could  be,  and  no  doubt  it  is  true,  that  discriminations 
against  travelers,  to  the  extent  now  complained  of,  might 
then  have  been  illegal  and  yet  go  unchallenged. 

It  is  not  important  whether,  in  any  view  of  this  case,  it  might 
be  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  State  of  the  law  before  the  pass- 
age of  the  Act,  which  is  not  material  as  the  case  is  presented. 

It  was  made  apparent  in  the  argument,  that  the  defendant 
in  averring  "  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Law,  do  not  apply  to  such  mileage  tickets,  nor  in  any  re- 
spect, affect  the  safe  thereof,"  intended  to  and  did,  question 
the  jiirisdicticm  of  this  Commission,  resting  the  averment  on 
the  twentv-second  section  of  the  act. 

That  s(>ction  is  in  the  nature  of  a  proviso,  saving  out  or 
(excepting  some  things  not  intended  to  be  embraced  in  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  and  qualifying  or  restraining  its  gene- 
ralitv  as  to  others. 

Tlie  language  of  so  much  of  the  section  as  the  defendant 
relies  upon  to  include  mileage  tickets  among  the  things  taken 
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out  of  the  act,  is  "that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  apply  to  the 
issuance  of  mileage,  excursion,  or  commutation  passenger 
tickets,"  and  includes  excursion  and  commutation  wi,th  mile- 
age tickets. 

The  most  usual  form  of  mileage  tickets  is  the  one]  thou- 
sand mile  ticket,  but  the  custom  has  been  to  issue  tl  em  in 
other  and  various  forms,  and  they  may  be  issued  for  any 
given  number  of  miles.  There  is  no  uniform  usage  fixing  the 
form  of  excursion  or  commutation  tickets,  or  prescribing  the 
extent  to  which  they  may  be  issued.  The  extent  to  which 
traveling  may  be  done  on  these  three  forms  of  tickets  is  with- 
out limit.  They  can  be  used  in  and  extended  to  the  entire 
passienger  traffic,  or  nearly  one-third  of  the  railroad  business 
of  the  country.  The  first  three  sections  of  the  Act  require 
all  passengers  to  be  carried  for  reasonable  rates  of  fare,  with- 
out undue  preference  or  unjust  discrimination.  The  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  defendant,  would  take  out  of 
these  sections  all  that  rolates  to  passengers,  because  all  may 
ride  on  tickets  to  which,  defendant  insists,  the  act  does  not 
apply.  In  efi'ect  this  would  be  saying,  that,  so  far  as  the 
**  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce"  provides,  charges  for  carrying 
passengers  need  not  be  reasonable  and  just,  nor  without  un- 
reasonable preference,  nor  free  from  unjust  discrimination. 
Certainly  nothing  so  contradictory  as  such  interpretation 
loads  to,  was  intended  by  the  Congress.  The  body  or  enact- 
ing part  of  the  statute  is  generally  considered  as  more  clear- 
ly expressing  what  is  intended  than  the  saving  clause.  The 
language  of  so  much  of  the  twenty-second  section  as  relates 
to  mileage  tickets  is  perfectly  satisfied  by  confining  its  ope- 
ration to  the  issuance,  or  the  act  of  issuing,  or  giving  out 
such  tickets.  It  is  to  this  issuing  or  giving  out,  the  Act  to 
llegulate  Commerce  does  not  apply  or  prevent,  while  the 
ttu*ms,  conditions  and  circumstances,  upon  which  the  sale  is 
made,  are  subject  to,  and  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  act 
ill  its  general  provisions.  Thus  understood,  the  several  sec- 
tions of  the  law  are  consistent  with  each  other  and  in  har- 
mony with  its  general  purposes,  while  the  other  construction 
renders  useless  many  of  its  provisions  afi'ecting  the  carrying 
of  all  passengers. 
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Copies  of  the  two  forms  of  mileage  tickets  sold  are  giYen 
as  part  of  defendant's  answer,  in  which  answer  it  is  claimed 
that  the  form  of  ticket  which  defendant  now  sells  to  such 
commercial  travelers  constitutes  a  special  contract  between 
defendant  and  the  holders  of  such  tickets,  by  which  defend- 
ant, in  the  transportation  of  such  commercial  travelers,  is  re- 
lieved from  some  part  of  the  liability  under  and  subject  to 
which  it  transports  all  other  passengers  on  its  line  of  road ; 
which  limitatation  of  liability,  defendant  submits  and  claims, 
constitutes  a  good  and  sufficient  reason  for  the  discrimination 
it  makes  in  favor  of  commercial  travelers. 

It  might  be  questioned  to  what  extent  such  an  agreement 
is  binding  on  the  parties,  and  relieves  the  company  from 
common  law  liabilities.  Any  traveler  with  any  baggage  might 
make  such  an  agreement.  Putting  aside  any  question  of  the 
validity  of  such  a  contract,  no  reason  is  assigned,  nor  is  any 
believed  to  exist,  why  only  commercial  travelers  should  be 
permitted  to  enter  into  such  an  agreement.  The  copies  ol 
mileage  tickets  show  that  none  others  were  permitted  to  en- 
ter into  it.  The  alleged  release  of  liability  so  made,  does 
not  constitute  a  good  and  sufficient  consideration  for  the  dis- 
crimination made  in  favor  of  commercial  travelers,  but  is  an- 
other evidence  of  discrimination  against  the  general  public. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  commercial  travelers,  as  sales- 
men, represent  wholesale  merchants  and  manufacturers,  for 
whom  they  sell  goods,  therebj'  creating  a  large  freight  traffic 
for  the  roads  over  which  they  ride.  And  further  they  con- 
stitute a  distinct  class  of  the  traveling  public,  generally  rid- 
ing short  distances  at  a  time,  and  traveling  very  much  more 
tlian  other  people. 

The  principle  of  cheaper  rates  at  wholesale,  practiced  by 
merchants  who  in  their  sales  but  consult  their  own  interest, 
is  subject  to  much  modification  when  applied  to  railroads, 
who  owe  a  duty  to  the  public  which  requires  them  to  treat 
their  customers  alike.  Besides,  it  is  not  quite  apparent  how 
one  person  can  travel  **  very  much  more  "  than  another  on  a 
thousand  mile  ticket.  Kiding  short  distances  between,  and 
stopping  off  at  stations  is  an  accommodation  which  makes 
the  ticket  more,  not  less  valuable. 
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To  increase  the  quantity  of  railroad  business  in  the  man- 
ner alleged,  traveling  salesmen  must  stimulate  consumption 
and  add  to  the  demand  for  necessaries  and  comforts  of  life. 
Commercial  travelers  are  usually  men  of  such  energy  and 
superior  intelligence  that  they  introduce  into  some  commu- 
ties  articles  useful  and  desirable  earlier  than  such  articles 
might  otherwise  reach  them.  Yet  the  general  intelligence  of 
the  people  is  equal  to  providing  themselves  with  such  luxu- 
ries and  comforts  as  their  means  will  justify.  And  the  repre- 
sentatives of  merchants  are  not  likely  to  sell,  nor  railroads  to 
carry,  more  goods  than  customers  can  pay  for. 

Common  carriers  may  continue  the  issuance  of  mileage 
passenger  tickets,  the  charges  for  which  must  be  reasonable 
and  just  and  free  from  unjust  discrimination  or  unreasonable 
preference. 

Persons  belonging  to  the  class  known  as  commercial  trav- 
elers are  not  privileged  to  ride  over  railroads  at  lower  rates 
than  are  paid  by  other  persons.  Whatever  reasonable  rates 
commercial  travelers  are  made  to  pay,  other  travelers  may  be 
made  to  pay.  To  charge  one  more  than  the  other  is  unjust 
discrimination.  And  this  is  true  whether  tickets  issued  are 
mileage  tickets  or  in  some  other  form. 

The  refusal  of  the  defendant,  the  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  Company,  to  sell  the  complainant,  Larrison,  a  thou- 
and-mile  ticket  for  $20,  the  price  at  which  said  company  was 
selling  such  tickets  to  commercial  travelers,  and  the  neglect 
to  publish  rates  at  which  defendant  was  offering  to  sell  mile- 
age tickets,  were  alike  in  conflict  with  the  "Act  to  Begulate 
Commerce." 

In  this  opinion  all  concur. 


RALPH  W.  THATCHER    v.   THE    DELAWARE    AND 
HUDSON  CANAL  COMPANY  AND  OTHERS. 

Heard  July  21— Decided  July  25. 

The  fact  that  railroad  companies  accept  on  through  shipments  from  Chicago 
to  Boston  a  certain  sum  as  their  share  for  the  transportation  of  the 
freight  from  Schenectady  to  Boston,  is  no  ground  for  compelling  them 
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to  accept  a  like  sura  on  local  shipments  from  Schenectady  to  Boston, 
when  it  appeal's  that  this  would  be  a  reduction  below  the  rates  made 
from  intermediate  stations  to  Boston,  on  the  same  lino,  and  apparently 
uiiuOi'  oLall;*.!'  ciicuUibUiiicuu  and  condltioiio. 
Any  oMer  compelling  such  acceptance  would  bring  the  rates  charged  into 
conflict  with  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  unless 
the  roads  should  reduce  the  rates  from  the  intermediate  stations  to  the 
level  of  the  rates  made  from  Schenectady.  But  in  the  absence  of  either 
allegation  or  proof  that  the  rates  from  such  intermediate  stations  are 
excessive,  the  Commission  could  not  require  a  reduction. 

(jr,  Z.  Siedmany  for  complainant. 

'J\  Jp,  JlainiUoa  and  G.  A.  Torney^  for  defendants. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

ScHOONMAKER,  Covunifisioner  : 

The  complaint  in  this  case  charges,  in  substance;  that  the 
various  railroad  companies  named  as  defendants,  unjustly 
discriminate  against  the  complainant  by  refusing  to  carry 
grain  and  flour  for  the  complainant  from  Schenectady,  New 
York,  to  Boston  and  other  New  England  points,  at  the  pro- 
portion of  all  rail  rates  from  Chicago  to  Boston  and  the 
other  points  reached  l)y  through  shipments,  allowed  from 
Schenectady  by  the  joint  tariffs  for  such  through  shipments, 
and  demands  that  all  the  railroads  which  participate  in  the 
traffic  of  through  lines,  which  pass  Schenectady  eastward 
over  the  tracks  of  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company, 
shall  be  retiuired  to  receive  and  forward  from  the  Schenectady 
Elevator,  possessed  and  used  by  complainant,  all  grain  and 
other  merchandise  received  at  said  elevator,  either  by  Canal 
or  railroad,  and  shipped  to  said  elevator  for  the  purpose  of 
l)eing  forwarded  further  east  over  the  routes  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  to  furnish  cars  and  all  needed  facilities  for  trans- 
portation of  grain  -. 'ced,  and  flour  from  the  Schenectady  Ele- 
vator and  Steam  Mills  to  eastern  points,  and  that  they  ac- 
cept as  compensation  therefor  the  same  amounts  of  money 
th(^y  s(iV(^rally  acc^cpt  and  receive  for  similar  service  as  parts 
of  tlxj  tlirougli  lines  from  Chicago. 

The  answers,  in  substance,  deny  the  charge  of  discrimina- 
tion, and  aver  that  the  shipments  east  from  the  Schenectady 
Elevator  of  the  complainant  are  local  shipments,  and  that  the 
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defendants  have  the  right  and  that  it  is  their  duty  under 
the  statute,  in  order  to  avoid  a  violation  of  the  long  and 
short  haul  provision  of  the  fourth  section,  to  charge  local 
rates  or  rates  not  less  than  from  Mechanicsville,  Greenfield, 
and  other  local  and  more  eastern  points  to  Boston. 

The  Commission  finds  the  facts  material  to  the  disposition 
of  the  case  to  be  as  follows  : 

The  complainant  is  the  proprietor  of  a  valuable  elevator 
and  flour  mills,  at  Schenectady,  conveniently  located  adjacent 
to  the  Erie  Canal,  and  to  the  tracks  of  the  Konnselaer  and 
Saratoga  Railroad,  leased  to  and  operated  by  the  Delaware 
and  Hudson  Canal  Company,  and  has  for  several  years  under 
contract  with  the  Rensselaer  and  Saratoga  Company  con- 
tinued with  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Company,  had  a  pri- 
vilege which  has  been  practically  the  privilege  of  shipping 
grain,  feed,  and  flour  from  his  elevator  over  the  said  railroad 
to  and  over  its  connecting  roads  leading  to  Boston  and  other 
eastern  points. 

The  complainant  receives  the  bulk  of  his  grain  from  the 
west  transported  by  water  over  the  lakes  and  Erie  Canal  and 
consigned  to  him  at  Schenectady,  where  it  is  talicn  into  his 
elevator  and  retained  until  he  finds  a  market  for  it  in  New 
England.  He  also  purchases  grain  locally  at  and  near  Sche- 
nectady, w^hich  is  taken  indiscriminately  like  all  the  other 
grain  received  into  the  same  elevator,  and  for  the  same  pur- 
poses. The  elevator  is  also  open  to  the  public,  and  is  used 
to  some  extent  by  other  persons  than  complainant,  for  the 
transhipment  and  storage  of  grain. 

Prior  to  the  time  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  took  ef- 
fect the  defendant  roads  all  carried  complainant's  grain, 
feed,  and  flour  at  the  proportion  of  through  rates  from  Chi- 
cago to  Boston  allowed  to  the  lines  from  Schenectady  to 
Boston.  The  percentage  of  those  through  rates  was  twenty 
per  cent,  of  the  Chicago  rate  of  thirty  cents  per  hundred 
j)Ounds,  or  practically  six  cents  per  hundred.  The  subdivi- 
sion of  the  Fitchburgh  roads  from  Mechanicsville  to  Boston 
of  this  proportion  was  five  cents  and  seven  hundred  and 
seventy-eight  one  thousandths.  Since  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  took  efi'cct  the  several  roads  have  refused  to  ac- 
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cept  this  proportion  from  complainant,  giving  as  the  reason 
therefor  that  it  woukl  violate  the  fourth  section  of  tluat  act, 
since  the  rates  from  Albany,  Troy,  Mechanicsville,  and  North 
Adams,  which  are  further  east  and  nearer  Boston  than  Sche- 
nectady, on  the  Fitchburg  line,  are  greater  than  such  pro- 
portion would  be. 

The  principal  shipments  from  complainant's  elevator  have 
been  over  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  road  to  Mechanicsville, 
and  thence  over  the  Fitchburg  lines  to  Boston.  He  makes 
no  shipments  by  w^ay  of  Albany  over  the  New  York  Central 
and  Boston  and  Albany  roads.  The  Fitchburg  road  now 
controls  the  Troy  and  Boston  line  and  the  Boston,  Hoosac 
Tunnel  and  Western  road.  Since  the  change  above  stated, 
the  complainant  has  made  no  shipments  over  these  lines  on 
account  of  the  rates. 

Upon  this  statement  of  facts  it  is  seen  that  what  the  com- 
plainant asks  from  the  Commission  is  an  order  that  shall 
re(juire  the  several  defendant  roads  to  receive  freights  at  his 
eh.'vator  at  Schenectady  for  transportation  to  Boston,  and 
Boston  points,  at  rates  less  than  are  now  charged  by  the 
same  roads  for  the  transportation  of  like  freights  to  Boston 
and  Boston  points  from  stations  on  the  same  lines  nearer  to 
the  points  of  destination,  and  the  transportation  of  which 
frei<^lits  would,  so  far  as  we  can  now  see,  be  under  substan- 
tially similar  circumstanc(*s  and  conditions.  Such  an  order, 
if  issued,  would  require  the  roads  to  depart  from  the  general 
rule  laid  down  in  the  fimrth  section  of  the  Act  to  Regu- 
late Commerce.  While  that  act  authorizes  the  Commission 
to  permit  exceptions  under  some  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions indicated  l)y  the  law.  it  does  not  empower  the  Commis- 
sion to  require  exceptions. 

This  is  the  only  question  which  is  so  presented  by  the 
complaint  that  the  Commission  can  pass  upon  it.  It  may 
be  truthfully  said  that  the  several  defendants  might  avoid 
any  conflict  with  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  by  reducing 
their  charges  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  from  the  stations 
oast  of  Schenectady  ;  but  this  complaint  does  not  ask  the 
Commission  to  compel  such  reduction,  nor  has  any  evidence 
been  given  or  offered  which  would  enable  us  to  determine 
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what  would  be  proper  and  just  rates  from  any  such  stations. 
It  is  therefore  impossible  to  tix  them  in  this  case,  even  if  the 
Comniissioi)  liad  power  to  mnke  rates  f^enf^rnllv,  which  it  has 
not.  Its  power  in  respect  to  rates  is  to  determine  whether 
those  which  the  roads  impose  are  for  any  reason  in  conflict 
with  the  statute. 

The  rates  with  which  complainant  finds  fault  it  is  not 
claimed  are  in  conflict  with  the  statute,  unless  the  conflict 
is  found  in  the  fact  that  they  exceed  what  the  roads  accept 
on  through  Imsiness  as  their  proportion  of  the  rates  fixed 
at  distant  points.  If  that  is  in  any  sense  contrary  to  the  law, 
the  illegality  would  not  l)e  corrected  by  compelling  the  roads 
to  accept  upon  shipments  from  Schenectady  rates  less  than 
are  charged  from  the  stations  further  east.  We  cannot  correct 
one  alleged  violation  of  law  by  compelling  another. 

If  complainant  thinks  the  rates  from  Schenectady  and  inter- 
mediate points  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  are  excessive  he 
can  raise  that  question  directly  and  distinctly,  and  the  Com- 
mission can  then  enter  upon  a  full  investigation  of  the  facts 
bearing  upon  it.     But  the  question  is  not  made  here. 

It  is  proper  to  state  that  the  question  whether  a  propor- 
tion of  through  rates  less  than  the  h)cal  rates  over  .the  same 
line  can  lawfully  be  accepted,  is  involved  in  a  pending  case, 
and  is  awaiting  further  evidence  and  argument. 

The  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 

In  this  opinion  all  concur. 


THE  ASSOCIATED  WHOLESALE  GEOCEES  OF  ST. 
LOUIS  r.  THE  MISSOCEI  PACIFIC  BAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

Tried  July  22,  1887— necldetl  July  25,  1887. 

Milpapo.  excursion  and  commutation  passenger  tickets  are  each  issued  for  a 
differont  purpose,  and  the  price  for  each  kind  is  determined  on  special 
considerations.  The  charge  made  for  one  kind,  therefore,  does  not  de- 
termine what  it  will  be  admissible  to  charge  for  either  of  the  others. 

That  twenty-tlve  dollars  for  a  thousand  mile  ticket  is  too  much  cannot  )>e 
inferred  from  the  fact  that  excursion  and  commutation  tickets  are  sold 
at  rates  which  would  make  transportation  upon  them  for  a  thousand 
miles  less  than  twenty- five  dollars. 

Mileage  tickets  when  issued  must  bo  sold  impartially  to  all  who  apply  for 
them,  and  on  the  same  terms. 
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Complainant  appears  by  committee  of  members. 
Dillon,  Swayjie  i&  Blair,  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Walker,  Commissioner. 

The  facts  found  in  this  case  are  as  follows : — Prior  to  April 
5th,  1887,  the  defendant  sold  mileage  tickets  over  its  road  to 
the  general  public  for  $25  per  thousand  miles,  and  to  com- 
mercial travelers  for  $20  per  thousand  miles.  Since  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Law  became  operative  it  chaises  $25  to 
all  alike.  It  also  now  sells  excursion  tickets  and  commuta- 
tion tickets  at  rates  which  are  less  per  mile  than  are  charged 
for  mileage  tickets,  and  which  in  some  instances  woidd 
amount  to  no  more  than  $15  per  thousand  miles.  These  ex- 
cursion and  commutation  tickets  are  open  to  all  purchasers, 
on  the  same  terms. 

Upon  these  facts  complainants  claim  that  their  commercial 
travelers  are  unjustly  discriminated  against;  and  also  that 
any  sum  over  $15  for  a  thousand  mile  ticket  to  commercial 
travelers  is  unjust  and  unreasonable. 

The  issuance  of  these  three  classes  of  tickets,  called  mile- 
age, excursion,  and  commutation  tickets,  is  permitted  by  sec- 
tion 22  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.  They  are  each 
issued  for  distinct  purposes  and  the  form  of  the  contract  in 
ortc^h  case  is  diflferent.  In  establishing  the  price  upon  each, 
(liflFerent  considerations  obviously  arise.  The  Commission 
does  not  regard  the  fact  that  excursion  or  commutation  tickets 
are  put  on  sale  at  a  given  rate,  to  be  one  that  entitles  the 
purchaser  of  a  mileage  ticket  to  complain  of  unjust  discrim- 
ination if  charged  a  higher  rate.  The  "  circumstances  and 
conditions,"  to  use  the  phraseologj'  of  the  second  section  of 
the  Act,  are  not  the  same. 

Upon  the  question  whether  $25  per  thousand  miles  is  more 
than  a  just  and  reasonable  rate  for  the  sale  of  mileage  tickets 
to  commercial  travelers,  the  only  evidence  oflfered  was  that 
above  stated,  that  excursion  and  commutation  tickets  are  sold 
at  rates  which  are  the  equivalent  of  a  less  sum  per  mile  than 
that  rate  produces,  and  that  the  former  rate  to  commercial 
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travelers  was  $20.  Upon  this  evidence  alone  the  Commission 
cannot  find  the  established  price  to  be  unreasonable. 

The  complainants  also  desire  to  have  mileage  tickets  sold 
to  their  commercial  travelers  at  a  lower  price  than  they  are 
sold  to  the  public  generally,  and  insist  that  such  a  discrimi- 
nation would  not  be  unjust,  in  view  of  the  peculiar  character 
of  their  business.  They  claim  that  the  consideration  that 
commercial  travelers  are  continually  upon  the  road,  and  their 
labors  result  in  great  benefit  to  the  freight  traffic  of  the  car- 
riers, entitles  them  to  the  lowest  rate  of  fare  offered  to  or 
enjoyed  by  any  portion  of  the  traveling  public,  and  that  a 
special  rate  on  mileage  tickets  should  be  given  them. 

In  other  words,  the  Commission  is  asked  to  order  and  di- 
rect that  a  discrimination  be  made  in  favor  of  commercial 
travelers  in  the  sale  of  mileage  tickets,  as  was  done  by  defend- 
ant prior  to  the  passage  of  the  law. 

The  Commission  would  hardly  be  willing  to  make  such  an 
order  in  any  case,  however  urgent  the  circumstances  might 
appear  to  be.  But  in  respect  to  this  matter  we  are  agreed 
that  tlie  entire  policy  and  spirit  of  the  law  are  against  it,  and 
that  when  mileage  tickets,  as  distinguished  from  trip  tickets, 
are  issued,  they  should  be  sold  to  all  impartially  and  on  the 
same  terms — and  we  have  so  decided  in  the  cases  of  Larrison 
against  the  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  and 
of  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Company  against  the  same. 

The  petition  is,  therefore,  dismissed. 

In  this  opinion  all  concur. 


THE  BOSTON  AND  ALBANY  RAILROAD  COMPANY 
V.  THE  BOSTON  AND  LOWELL  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY et  al 

TWO   CASES. 

THE  VERMONT  STATE  GRANGE  v.  THE  BOSTON 
AND  LOWELL  RAILROAD  COMPANY  et  al 

neai-d  at  Rutland,  Vt.,  Sept.,  1,  S,  3, 1887— Decided  at  Chicago,  Sept.  30, 1887. 

When  complaint  is  made  that  one  of  several  companies  forming  a  line  for 
long  haul  traffic  charge  more  Tor  short  hauls  on  its  own  line  than  is 
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charged  for  long  hauls  on  the  line  made  by  all  the  oompanies,  it  is  proper 
to  make  them  all  parties  defendant,  since  the  low  charges  on  the  long  haul 
traffic  of  all  might  perhaps  be  affected  by  changes  made  in  the  higher 
charges  for  short  haul  traffic  of  one,  and,  therefore,  aU  may  have  an  in- 
terest in  being  heard. 

It  is  not  a  grievance  of  which  a  railroad  company  can  complain  on  its  own 
account  that  its  competitor  in  long  haul  traffic  violates  the  **long  and 
short  haul  clause  "  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce, when  such  company  is  in  no  way  interested  in  the  high  charges 
made  on  short  haul  traffic,  and  does  not  aver  that  there  is  any  connec- 
tion between  such  high  charges  and  the  low  charges  made  on  the  com- 
petitive traffic. 

It  is  not  a  valid  reason  for  one  railroad  company  instituting  proceedings 
against  another  for  violating  the  *'  long  and  short  haul  clause**  of  the 
foui-th  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  that  the  complaining 
party  desires  to  know  whether  the  other  is  justified  in  making  the  high 
charges  on  short  haul  traffic,  in  order  that  it  may  do  the  same  if  such 
charges  are  sustained.  The  case  of  every  road  must  be  determined 
on  its  own  facts,  and  a  judgment  sustaining  the  charges  of  one  would 
not  determine  the  rightfulness  of  similar  charges  by  another. 

One  may  complain  on  public  grounds  of  a  violation  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  which  amounts  to  a  public  grievance,  without  having  any 
personal  interest  whatever  to  be  affected  by  the  violation,  except  as  one 
of  the  public. 

A  voluntary  State  association  of  persons  engaged  in  an  industrial  pursuit, 
and  therefore  presumably  interested  In  railroad  rates  in  the  State,  may 
be  complainant  in  proceedings  charging  a  violation  of  the  **  long  and 
short  haul  clause  "  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  by  roads  within 
the  State,  and  praying  that  such  roads  be  required  to  cease  and  desist 
from  such  violation. 

The  '*  same  line  "  intended  by  the  **  long  and  short  haul  clause  "  of  the  act 
in  a  ph^'sical  line  and  not  a  mere  business  arrangement.  And  one  piece 
of  road  may  be  part  of  several  lines,  as  the  road  from  Boston  to  White 
River  Junction  is  part  of  the  line  from  Boston  to  St.  Albans,  and  also 
part  of  the  lines  severally  to  Monti'oal,  Ogdensburgh,  Detroit,  Port  Hu- 
ron and  Chicago. 

If  several  roads  join  in  making  the  tariff  which  constitutes  the  lesser  charge 
on  the  longer  haul,  while  one  or  more  of  their  number  make  the  greater 
charge  on  the  shorter  haul,  the  case  is  within  the  statute,  and  those  who 
make  such  greater  charge  must  justify  it. 

Railroad  companies  ovar  whose  roads  a  fast  freight  line  operates,  and  which 
divide  its  expenses  and  receipts,  are  responsible  for  its  action  in  making 
and  filing  rates,  and  must  at  their  pet  11  see  that  its  charges  upon  traffio 
over  their  roads  are  in  conformity  to  law. 

Where  the  real  competition  for  long  haul  traffic  is  by  railroad,  the  fact  that 
there  is  also  possible  water  competition  will  not  of  itself  make  out  the 
dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  which  will  support  greater 
charges  on  shorter  than  on  longer  hauls  under  the  fourth  section  of  the 
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act.  The  real,  not  the  possible,  competition  will  be  considered  when 
such  greater  charges  are  in  question. 
The  fact  that  one  railroad  line  competing  for  long  haul  traffic  is  long  and 
circuitous,  and  in  order  to  share  in  the  traffic  is  obliged,  as  against  com- 
petitors having  more  direct  lines  and  able  to  make  more  speedy  trans- 
portation of  freights,  to  make  concessions  in  its  charges,  will  not  make 
out  the  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  intended  by  the  fourth 
section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  and  which  alone  can  justify 
the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  haul,  which  is  per- 
mitted to  be  made  in  some  cases  by  that  section. 

Samuel  IToar^  for  the  complainant  in  the  first  two  cases. 

Oeorge  F,  Edmunds  and  Haskins  cfe  Stoddard^  for  the  com- 
plainant in  the  third  case. 

B.  F.  Fifield,  for  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad  Company. 

A'  A,  Stroutf  for  other  defendants. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION   OF   THE   COMMISSION. 

COOLEY,  Chairman. 

On  May  24,  1887,  the  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Com- 
pany presented  its  petition  stating  **  that  the  Boston  and 
Lowell  Railroad  Company,  a  Massachusetts  corporation  ;  the 
Concord  Railroad  Company,  a  New  Hampshire  corporation ; 
the  Northern  Railroad  Company,  a  Now  Hampshire  corpo- 
ration ;  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad  Company,  a  Vermont 
corporation,  and  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company,  estab- 
lished by  the  laws  of  Canada,  have  issued  schedules  of  joint 
rates  under  the  name  of  the  National  Despatch  Line,  and 
under  these  schedtiles  the  rates  from  Boston  to  Detroit,  Mich- 
igan, are :  51-45-35-24-20-18  for  the  six  classes  of  freight, 
respectively;  and  to  Montreal,  Canada,  45-40-30-23-20-18 
for  the  six  classes  of  freight,  respectively  ;  while  at  the  same 
time  the  Boston  and  Lowell,  Concord,  Northern,  and  Central 
Vermont  Railroad  Companies,  a  part  of  the  roads  included 
in  the  National  Despatch  Line,  have  made  and  maintained 
rates  from  Boston  to  St.  Albans,  Vermont,  a  station  on  the 
Central  Vermont  Railroad,  a  less  distance  from  Boston  than 
either  Detroit  or  Montreal,  in  the  same  direction  over  the 
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same  line  as  follows  :  60-50-40-27-24-17  for  the  six  classes 
of  freight,  respectively. 

"  The  National  Despatch  Line  comes  into  competition  with 
the  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Company  and  its  connec- 
tions at  Detroit  and  other  western  points. 

"  The  grievance  which  this  company  and  its  connections 
have  is  that  the  National  Despatch  Line  makes  rates  to  De- 
troit and  other  points  in  the  West  less  than  the  Boston  and 
Albany  Railroad  Company  and  its  connections  make  to  the 
same  points  ;  while  at  the  same  time  a  certain  combination  of 
roads,  including  a  part  of  the  roads  in  the  National  Despatch 
Line,  viz.,  the  Boston  and  Lov/ell,  Concord,  Northern,  and 
Central  Vermont  Railroad  Companies,  maintain  higher  rates 
to  St.  Albans  and  other  immediate  points — that  is,  higher 
rates  for  the  short  haul  than  for  the  long  haul  on  the  same 
line  in  the  same  direction  on  the  five  upper  classes  of  freight, 
whereas,  if  the  rates  to  Detroit  and  other  Western  points  were 
made  the  same — no  higher  and  no  lower — than  to  any  inter- 
mediate point  on  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  your 
petitioner  would  have  no  reason  to  complain." 

"  On  the  same  day  the  complainant  presented  another  peti- 
tion representing  that  the  Boston  and  Lowell  Railroad  Com- 
pany, a  Massachusetts  corporation  ;  the  Concord  Railroad 
Company,  a  New  Hampshire  corporation  ;  the  Northern  Rail- 
road Company,  a  New  Hampshire  corporation ;  the  Central 
Vermont  Railroad  Company,  a  Vermont  corporation ;  and 
the  Ogdensburgh  and  Lake  Champlain  Railroad  Company,  a 
New  York  corporation,  have  macte  an  arrangement  by  which 
the  Steamship  Company  operated  by  the  Ogdensburgh  and 
Lake  Champlain  Railroad  Company  has  issued  a  tariflf  from 
Boston  to  lake  ports  in  the  United  States  at  a  less  rate  than 
is  charged  at  the  same  time  from  Boston  to  Ogdensburgh  and 
other  points  on  the  same  line  at  a  shorter  distance  from  Bos- 
ton in  the  same  direction.     The  rates  are  as  follows  : 

From  Boston  to — 

S  w°' Af&  I  41-36-29-20-17-14  for  the  six  classes  of 
?ott'uron  '•'         fr-g^*.  respectively. 
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To— 

Milwaukee,  )  44-39-31-23-19-16  for  the  six  classes,  respec- 
Cbicago,       )      tively,  and  from  Boston  to — 
Ogdensburgii,  60-50-45-30-25-17  for  the  six  classes  of  freight, 
respectively. 

"  This  line  via  Ogdensburgii  comes  into  competition  with 
the  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Company,  and  its  connec- 
tions at  Cleveland,  Detroit,  Port  Huron,  Milwaukee,  Chicago 
and  other  Western  points. 

"  The  grievance  which  the  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad 
Company  and  its  connections  have  is  that  the  line  via  Og- 
densburgh  makes  rates  to  the  above  places  less  than  the  Bos- 
ton and  Albany  Railroad  Company  and  its  connections  make 
to  the  same  points,  while  at  the  same  time  the  above  named 
roads,  viz.,  the  Boston  and  Lowell,  Concord;  Northern,  Cen- 
tral Vermont,  and  Ogdensburgh  and  Lake  Champlain  Rail- 
road Companies  maintain  higher  rates  to  Ogdensburgh  and 
other  immediate  points — that  is,  higher  rates  for  the  short 
haul  than  for  the  long  haul  on  the  same  line  at  the  same  time 
in  the  same  direction,  whereas  if  the  rates  to  Cleveland,  De- 
troit, Port  Huron,  Milwaukee,  and  Chicago  were  made  the 
same,  no  higher  and  no  lower  than  to  intermediate  points  on 
the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  your  petitioner  would 
have  no  reason  to  complain." 

To  these  petitions  the  several  defendants  made  answer,  bu. 
it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  do  more  in  this  opinion  than  to 
give  one  in  each  case. 

The  answer  of  the  Bostop  and  Lowell  Railroad  Company 
to  the  petition  first  above  recited,  denies  that  the  defendants 
"  have  issued  joint  rates  under  the  name  of  the  National  Des- 
patch Company  as  therein  averred,  and  further  denies  that 
the  line  of  railroads,  or  the  railroad  which  established  and 
maintains  any  joint  rates,  or  any  rates  for  the  carriage  of 
freight  between  Boston  and  St.  Albans  and  intermediate 
points,  is  the  same  line  or  railroad  corporation  as  the  line 
which  establishes  and  maintains  the  rates  of  freight  between 
Boston  and  Detroit  and  other  western  points,  as  alleged  in 
•said  petition  ;  and  further  denies  that  the  same  carrier  or  line 
•of  railroads  or  this  defendant  charge  higher  rates  for  a  short 
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haul  than  for  a  long  haul  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  di- 
rection for  the  like  kind  of  property  in  the  manner  set  out  in 
said  petition  ;  and  further  alleges  that  the  transportation  of  . 
freight  between  the  points  named  in  said  petition  has  not 
been  and  is  not  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and 
conditions  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of 
Congress. 

"And  this  defendant  further  says  that  the  Boston  and  Lo- 
w^ell  railroad,  the  Nashua  and  Lowell,  the  Concord,  the  North- 
ern and  the  Central  Vermont  railroads  are  connecting  rail- 
roads so  far  as  trackage  is  concerned,  from  Boston,  Mass.,  to 
St.  Albans,  Vt.  These  roads  are  not  managed  or  controlled 
by  each  other,  except  that  the  Nashua  and  Lowell  and  the 
Northern  are  in  fact  operated  by  the  Boston  and  Lowell ;  nor 
is  there  between  them  an  arrangement  fcft  a  continuous  car- 
riage or  shipment  of  property  over  the  same,  although  it  is 
true  that  th^y  sometimes  make  joint  tariffs  of  rates  between 
Boston  and  St.  Albans,  aforesaid,  and  interchange  cars.  At 
the  time  of  filing  the  petitioners'  complaint  the  rate  fixed  by 
said  joint  tariff  from  Boston  to  St.  Albans  was  and  is  as  sta« 
ted  in  said  petition. 

"  These  defendants  further  say  that  the  National  Despatch 
Line,  referred  to  in  the  said  petition,  is  a  line  of  cars  run- 
ning from  Boston,  Mass.,  to  all  large  points  in  Canada  and 
in  the  Western  States,  west  of  St.  Johns  in  Canada,  via  the 
Grand  Trunk  Line.  Tliey  consist  of  3,750  freight  cars, 
marketl  *  National  Despatch  Line,'  and  they  are  owned  as 
follows : 

"  The  National  Car  Company,  a  corporation  chartered  and 
organized  under  the  laws  of  Vermont,  owns  3,000  of  said 
cars.  The  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  of  Canada  owns 
700,  and  the  Cliicago,  Pekin,  and  Southwestern  Railroad 
owns  50.  The  roads  over  which  the  National  Despatch  Line 
sends  freight,  and  which  use  these  cars,  are  as  follows : 

"  Boston  and  Lowell  [and  others  are  enumerated,  includ- 
ing some  whose  lines  extend  beyond  the  Alississippi.] 

"  The  National  Despatch  Line  have  their  principal  office 
in  Boston,  Mass.  They  solicit  freight  at  Boston  and  other 
places  in  New  England  for  transportation  to  all  promineixt 
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points  in  Oanada  and  the  Western  States  west  of  St.  Johns. 
They  have  agencies  in  Boston  and  other  eastern  points  and 
in  Chicago  and  other  western  points.  They  do  not  receive 
or  solicit  freight  at  Boston  or  other  New  England  points,  the 
destination  of  which  is  south  of  St.  Johns,  for  west  bound 
freight,  l^ey  issue  their  own  bills  of  lading,  and  they  also 
issue  and  publish  their  tariff  for  transportation  from  New 
England  points  to  points  in  the  Western  States  and  Canada 
west  of  St.  Johns.  They  do  not  issue  bills  of  lading  for  west 
bound  freight  from  New  England  points  to  points  south  of 
St.  Johns,  nor  do  they  make  a  tariff  nor  profess  to  be  car- 
riers between  those  points  in  respect  to  west-bound  freight 
destined  south  of  St.  Johns.  St.  Albans,  Yt.,  is  south  of  St. 
Johns,  and  is  not  embraced  in  the  tariff  made  by  the  Na- 
tional Despatch  Line  for  west-bound  freight.  The  rates  made 
to  points  west  of  St.  Johns,  where  there  is  competition  with 
complainant's  line,  are  made  under  this  tariff  by  the  Nation- 
al Desjpatch  lone. 

/*  And  this  defendant. denies  that  the  j(»int  tariff  aforesaid 
constitutes  an  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage  within 
the  meaning  of  the  first  section  of  tlie  Interstate  Commerce 
Law  ;  but  if  it  does,  then  it  alleges  that  the  joint  tariff  from 
Boston  to  St.  Albans  makes  a  wholly  different  line  from  the 
one  made  by  the  joint  tariff  of  the  National  Despatch  Line, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section  of  said  law. 

"  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  the  rates  from  Bos- 
ton and  intermediate  points  to  St.  Albans  are  reasonable ; 
that  nobody  along  the  line  is  dissatisfied  with  the  rates  made; 
that  the  Boston  and  Albany  line  is  not  a  competitor  for  traf- 
fic for  west-bound  freight  from  Boston  or  intermediate  points 
to  St.  Albans,  and  is  in  no  way  interested  in  the  rates  that 
are  made  thereto.  It  further  says  that  the  Central  Vermont 
road  runs  through  a  sparsely  settled  country ;  that  the  local 
traffic  thereon  is  small,  and  that  it  was  constructed  at  a  great 
expense  through  an  uneven  country  with  high  grades  ;  that 
the  road  has  been  foreclosed  and  reoi^anized,  and  the  origi- 
nal capital  put  into  the  construction  of  the  same  has  been 
lost;  that  if  said  road  was  compelled  to  depend  on  local 
traffic,  it  could  not  pay  its  expenses  and  interest  on  its  bond- 
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ed  debt,  to  say  nothing  of  the  stocks  of  the  road  as  it  has 
been  reorganized.  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  the 
additional  expense  of  doing  through  traffic  as  compared  with 
local  traffic  is  small  in  degree  ;  that  its  road  is  the  same 
whether  the  traffic  is  local  and  small  or  large  by  reason  of 
through  business  ;  that  the  profit  which  it  makes  out  of  the 
through  business  is  quite  as  important  to  it  as  the  profit  on 
the  local  business,  by  reason  of  the  volume  of  the  through 
traffic  as  compared  with  the  local  traffic ;  that  the  volume  of 
business  from  Boston  to  St.  Albans  is  not  one-twentieth  part 
of  what  it  is  to  points  beyond  there,  westward ;  that  it  has 
been  to  very  large  expense  for  terminal  facilities,  among 
other  things,  to  accommodate  such  through  traffic,  and  this 
expense  amounts  to  more  than  $3,000,000. 

"  And  these  defendants  further  say  that  the  Central  Ver- 
mont road  extends  northerly  fi'om  St.  Albans  to  the  State 
line,  a  distance  of  about  ten  miles ;  that  it  there  connects 
with  the  Montreal  and  Vermont  Junction  railroad,  a  Canada 
corporation,  which  extends  about  twenty -two  miles  northerly 
to  St.  Johns,  in  Canada,  where  it  connects  with  the  Grand 
Trunk  railroad,  which  extends  through  Canada  to  Windsor, 
opposite  Detroit. 

"  It  is  over  this  line  that  the  National  Despatch  cars  prin- 
cipally inin.  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  the  rate 
made  by  the  National  Despatch  line  Irom  Boston  to  Montre- 
al is,  and  wms  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  petitioner's  com- 
j)laint,  the  same  as  stated  in  said  complaint,  and  for  the  fol- 
lowing reasons  :  There  are  many  competitors  at  Boston  for 
traffic  to  Montreal ;  there  are  none  for  traffic  to  St.  Albans. 
Boston  traffic  is  taken  bv  ocean  steamers  to  Halifax,  Nova 
Scotia,  and  St.  Johns,  New  Brunswick,  and  thence  by  Cana- 
dian railways  to  Montreal.  It  is  also  taken  via  Passumpsic 
and  Southeastern  railway  to  Montreal,  the  latter  railroad  be- 
ing  a  foreign  corporation.  Traffic  is  also  taken  from  New 
York  to  Montreal  by  the  D(^laware  and  Hudson  River  Canal 
Company,  which  extends  from  New  York  city  to  Bouse's 
Point,  within  fifty  miles  of  Montreal,  and  is  a  railroad  entire- 
ly within  the  State  of  New  York.  Halifax  and  St.  Johns,  N. 
B.,  are  foreign  cities,  and  together  w4th  New  York  are  com- 
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petitors  with  Boston  for  the  sale  of  goods  to  the  merchants 
of  Montreal.  Unless  the  rate  of  freight  is  as  low  from  Bos- 
ton to  Montreal  as  from  the  aforesaid  cities  to  Montreal,  the 
traflSc  will  not  go  over  the  roads  used,  as  the  National  Des- 
patch line.  The  Grand  Trunk  via  Portland,  is  the  strongest 
competitor  for  traffic  from  Boston  to  Montreal,  and  is  a  for- 
eign corporation.  The  National  Despatch  line  make  the 
rates  they  do  from  Boston  to  Montreal  from  necessity  and  by 
reason  of  competition,  and  for  no  other  reason. 
.  •*  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  the  rate  made  by 
the  National  Despatch  Line  from  Boston  to  Detroit  is  and 
was  as  stated  in  said  petition,  at  the  time  of  filing  thereof. 
There  are  many  competing  lines  for  Boston  traflBc  to  the 
West,  and  especially  to  Detroit.  The  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
takes  traflBc  at  Boston  by  ocean  steamers  to  Philadelphia  and 
Baltimore,  and  thence  over  their  line  to  all  large  points  in 
the  West.  The  Boston  and  Albany  Line  via  the  New  York 
Central  and  Michigan  Central  Railroads  and  steamships  from 
Buffalo  te.kes  freight  westward  to  all  lake  points,  and  more 
especially  Detroit.  The  Grand  Trunk  Line  via  Portland  is 
still  another  line  in  competition  for  west-bound  traffic  to  De- 
troit and  all  other  large  points  in  the  West.  The  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  Company  is  a  foreign  corporation,  and  their  line 
runs  principally  through  Canada  to  Windsor,  Ontario,  oppo- 
site Detroit,  and  Point  Edward,  Ontario,  opposite  Port  Hu- 
ron, Michigan.  The  defendant's  line  from  Boston  to  St.  Al- 
bans, in  connection  with  the  Ogdensburgh  and  Lake  Cham- 
plain  Railroad  and  the  line  of  boats  on  the  Great  Lakes, 
called  the  Central  Vermont  Line  of  Steamers,  constitute  still 
another  line  which  comes  in  competion  with  the  National 
Despatch  Line  at  Detroit  and  other  western  points.  The 
Canadian  Pacific,  another  foreign  corporation,  is  in  competi- 
tion for  this  same  traffic.  Many  others  might  be  named,  and 
especially  the  New  York  and  New  England  and  its  connec- 
tions, also  the  Fitchburg  and  Hoosac  Tunnel  Line. 

**  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  these  competing  lines 
largely  dictate  the  rates  from  Boston  to  Detroit  and  other 
competing  points  in  the  West ;  that  the  defendant's  lines 
must  make  as  low  rates  to  these  points  of  competition  as  the 
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other  lines,  or  go  out  of  the  business  ;  that  the  through  busi- 
ness to  competing  points  is  important  to  this  defendant  and 
the  other  connecting  roads,  and  is  a  source  of  large  profits  to 
this  defendant.  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  under  which  freight  traffic  is 
taken  and  transported  from  Boston  to  St.  Albans  is  whoUy 
dissimilar  to  what  it  is  in  respect  to  freight  traffic  which  they 
take  and  transport  west  of  there  to  points  of  competition,  and 
more  especially  Montreal  and  Detroit ;  that  the  rates  made 
from  Boston  to  Montreal  and  Detroit,  respectively,  are  made 
from  necessity  and  for  no  other  reason  ;  tbat  the  petitioner 
is  in  no  wise  interested  in  the  rates  from  Boston  to  St.  Al- 
bans ;  that  its  motive  in  filing  its  petition  is  to  break  down 
one  of  its  principal  competitors  for  through  business  from 
Boston  to  Detroit  and  other  points  in  the  West,  and  from  no 
other  motive.  And  this  defendant  further  says  that  it  has 
acted  in  good  faith  in  the  j^remises ;  that  it  has  given  the 
best  construction  it  could  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law, 
and  under  the  advise  of  counsel,  and  if  it  has  erred  it  will 
ask  leave  to  file  its  petition  to  be  relieved  from  the  operation 
of  the  fourth  section  of  said  act." 

Tlic  joint  and  several  answer  of  the  Central  Vermont  Rail- 
road C'ompany  and  the  Ogdensburgh  and  Lake  Champlain 
E:iilroad  Company  to  the  petition  secondly  above  set  forth 
says  that  "  the  Boston  and  Lowell,  the  Nashua  and  Lowell, 
the  Concord,  the  Northern,  the  Central  Vermont,  and  the 
Ogdensburgh  and  Lake  Champlain  Railroads,  form  a  con- 
necting line  of  railroads,  so  far  as  trackage  is  concerned, 
from  Boston  to  Ogdenslnirgh,  N.  Y.  Those  roads  are  not 
managed  or  controlled  by  each  other,  except  the  Nashua  and 
Lowell  and  the  Northern  arc  under  lease  to  the  Boston  and 
Lowell,  and  the  Ogdensburgh  and  Lake  Champlain  is  under 
lease  to  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad,  nor  is  there  between 
them  an  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment, 
unless  it  may  be  ijnplied  from  the  making  of  joint  tariffs  and 
the  int(»rcluinge  of  cars.  At  the  time  complained  of  in  the 
petition  there  was,  and  still  is,  a  joint  tariff  for  west-bound 
traffic  from  I^jston  to  Ogdensburgh  over  the  aforesaid  roads,, 
at  the  rates  stated  in  the  petition. 


168  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

"From  OgdensburgL  there  is  a  line  of  eight  steamers 
which  run  between  tliere  and  Chicago  and  touch  at  various 
points  on  the  Great  Lakes,  and  more  especially  at  Cleveland, 
Detroit,  Port  Huron,  Milwaukee,  and  Chicago.  This  line  of 
steamers  is  controlled  by  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad 
Company,  and  they  have  a  joint  tariff  with  the  roads  afore- 
said, entirely  different  and  independent  from  the  one  be- 
tween the  roads  themselves,  as  before  stated,  from  Boston  to 
Ogdensburgh. 

*'  This  line  is  called  the  Central  Vermont  Line  of  steamers. 
They  take  no  traflSc  for  points  between  Boston  and  Ogdens- 
burgh, but  only  for  points  west  of  Ogdensburgh  for  westward 
bound  freight.  They  make  the  rates  from  Boston  to  lake 
points  as  stated  in  the  petition. 

"  The  defendants  insist  that  the  aforesaid  joint  tariffs  do 
not  constitute  an  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage  or 
shipment  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  section  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Law ;  but  if  they  do,  then  they  do  not  con- 
stitute the  same  lines  Avithin  the  meaning  of  the  fourth 
section  of  said  law. 

"And  these  defendants  further  sav  that  the  rates  from 
Boston  to  Ogdensburgh  referred  to  in  said  petition  are  en- 
tirely reasonable ;  that  shippers  do  not  complain,  nor  do  the 
public  at  Ogdensburgh.  There  is  no  competition  with  the 
defendant's  line  at  Ogdensburgh  for  traflBc  from  Boston  to 
Ogdensburgh.  The  Ogdensburgh  and  Lake  Champlain  and 
Central  Vermont  roads  embrace  more  than  half  the  distance 
from  Ogdensburgh  to  Boston.  They  run  iLrongh  a  sparsely 
settled  country  with  high  grades,  and  are  operated  at  un- 
usually large  expense,  especially  in  the  winter  by  reason  of 
heavy  drifts  of  snow  and  excessive  frosts. 

"They  have  both  been  foreclosed  and  reorganized,  and  the 
original  capital  put  into  the  construction  has  been  lost ;  and 
if  they  were  compelled  to  depend  upon  local  traffic  alone, 
they  could  not  pay  their  expenses  and  interest  on  their 
bonded  debt,  to  say  nothin<^  of  the  various  stocks  of  the 
roads  as  now  reorganized.  These  roads  have  been  brought 
up  to  a  high  state  of  efficiency  for  the  purpose  of  doing  a 
through  business  from  the  seaboard  to  the  West,  and  if  the 
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rates  from  Boston  to  points  on  the  Great  Lakes  made  by  the 
Central  Vermont  line  of  steamers  aforesaid  were  raised  to 
the  ^'jLino  riites  as  the  tariff  from  Boston  to  Ogdens^nrgh,  no 
traffic  would  go  by  this  line  to  points  on  the  Great  Lakes  by 
reason  of  competition  with  other  lines,  and  more  especially 
the  Boston  and  Albany  Line  hereinafter  referred  to. 

**  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  rates  from  Boston  to  Ogdens- 
burgh  Avere  reduced  to  the  same  rates  as  from  Boston  to 
points  on  the  Great  Lakes,  it  would  seriously  cripple  these 
defendants'  roads  and  would  weaken  them  as  competitors 
for  through  business  by  the  Boston  and  Albany  Line  with- 
out affording  any  relief  to  Ogdensburgh,  but  it  would  prob- 
ably result  in  a  large  increase  in  the  rates  from  Boston  to 
Ogdensburgh  in  order  to  maintain  the  roads,  if  the  through 
business  is  given  up. 

**  And  these  defendants  further  say  that  there  are  many 
competing  lines  for  Boston,  traffic  to  the  West — [Enumerat- 
ing them :  ]  that  these  various  lines  compete  with  the  de- 
fendant's line  at  the  various  lake  points  referred  to  in  the 
petitioner's  complaint  and  dictate  the  rates  that  shall  be 
i-harged  thereto  ;  that  the  defendant's  line  must  make  as 
low  rates  to  these  points  of  competition  as  the  other  lines,  or 
go  out  of  the  business  ;  that  this  through  business  to  com- 
j)etiug  points  is  (juite  as  important  to  these  defendants  as 
their  local  traffic  ;  that  the  amount  of  traffic  from  Boston  to 
Ogdensburgh  and  intermediate  points  is  not  one-twentieth 
part  of  what  it  is  to  i)oints  west  of  Ogdensburgh  ;  that  they 
make  monry  on  their  through  business,  and  without  it  they 
could  not  secure  any  adequate  return  for  the  capital  invested 
in  defendants'  roads. 

''  And  thes(^  defendants  further  say  that  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  under  which  thev  take  traffic  from  Boston  to 
Oirdensburuli  is  wholly  dissimiliu-  from  what  it  is  in  respect 
to  traffic  wliich  tliey  take  W(^st  of  there  to  points  of  competi- 
tion on  iho  Gr(\it  Lakes  ;  that  the  cost  of  service  is  relatively 
small  for  the  water  carriage  west  of  Ogdensburgh  as  compared 
witli  the  raihoad  earriag<^  between  Boston  and  Ogdensburgh, 
but  the  rat<^s  inach?  from  Boston  to  lake  points  on  this  line 
are  made  from  necessity  and  for  no  other  reason ;  that  the 
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petitioners  are  in  no  wise  interested  in  the  rates  from  Boston 
to  Ogdensburgli ;  that  their  motive  in  tiling  their  petition  is 
to  break  down  one  of  their  principal  competitors  for  through 
business  fi>om  Boston  to  lake  points  aforesaid. 

"And  these  defendants  further  say  that  they  have  acted 
in  good  faith  in  the  premises  ;  that  they  have  given  as  good 
construction  as  they  could  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law, 
and  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  and  if  they  have  erred  they 
will  ask  leave  to  file  their  petition  to  be  relieved  from  the 
operation  of  the  fourth  section  of  said  Act." 

While  the  cases  were  pending  the  Vermont  State  Grange 
of  the  Patrons  of  Husbandry,  representing  itself  as  **  an  as- 
sociation of  farmers  and  business  men,  organized  and  located 
within  tlie  State  of  Vermont,"  presented  what  is  called  in  the 
proceedings  an  intervening  petition,  but  which  for  all  prac- 
tical purposes  is  an  original  complaint,  which,  after  reciting 
the  pendency  of  the  proceedings,  goes  on  to  allege  "  that 
the  tariff  rates  and  charges  made  by  the  defendants  for  the 
transportation  of  property  from  Boston,  in  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  and  points  near  said  Boston,  to  St.  Albans, 
Burlington,  Middlebury,  and  other  places  in  the  said  State 
of  Vermont,  and  from  said  places  in  Vermont  to  Boston  and 
places  near  thereto  are  higher  than  the  charges  made  by 
said  defendants  and  said  National  Dispatch  Line  from  said 
Boston  to  Montreal,  in  the  province  of  Quebec,  Detroit,  in 
the  State  of  Michigan,  and  other  points  beyond  and  north- 
erly and  westerly  of  the  said  State  of  Vermont,  and  from 
said  northern  and  western  points  to  said  Boston  "  in  con- 
travention of  the  statute,  and  also  "  that  said  charges  for 
transportation  of  property  from  Boston  aforesaid  to  said 
points  in  Vermont,  and  from  said  Vermont  points  to  Boston 
and  other  phices  in  the  vicinity  thereof,  so  made  by  the  de- 
fondants  are  exorbitant  in  fact,  and  are  not  reasonable  or 
just." 

The  same  defenses  w^ere  relied  upon  to  this  as  to  the 
other  petitions,  and  the  cases  were  all  heard  to<]^ether  at  Rut- 
land, Vermont,  on  the  first  day  of  September  and  following 
days. 

Before  proceeding  with  the  evidence    the  Grand  Trunk 
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Railway  Company  moved  that  the  complaints  as  to  it  be 
dismissed,  for  the  reason  tliat  the  charges  supposed  to  be  in 
violation  of  the  statute  were  not  made  or  shared  in  by  it ; 
its  participation,  if  any,  being  only  in  the  low  charges  on 
the  long  hauls,  which  in  themselves  were  perfectly  legal  and 
were  not  averred  to  be  otherwise.  The  Commission,  how- 
ever, was  of  opinion,  and  so  hekl,  that  the  interest  of  that 
company  was  such,  and  the  liability  of  the  low  rates  on  long- 
haul  traffic  to  be  affected  by  changes  made  in  the  higher 
rates  on  short-liaul  traffic  was  so  great  that  in  case  it  had 
not  been  made  a  party,  and  should  now  come  in  and  ask  to 
be  made  such  in  order  that  it  might  present  evidence  and  be 
heard  by  counsel,  it  would  be  proper  to  order  accordingly. 
This  being  the  case,  it  was  equally  proper  for  complainants 
to  join  it  as  a  party  respondent  in  the  first  instance. 

The  right  of  the  petitioner  in  the  first  complaints  to  bring 
the  matters  involved  before  the  Commission  for  its  action  is 
challenged  by  the  defendants,  who  incpiire  what  legitimate 
interest  the  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Company  can  have 
in  the  rates  made  by  the  defendant  companies  and  which 
are  supposed  to  be  in  violation  of  law.  Those  rates  are  lo- 
cal rates  ;  the  Boston  and  Albany  does  not  pay  or  partici- 
pate in  j)aying  them  ;  they  are  not  even  competitive  rates  to 
those  which  are  imposed  on  its  road,  and  if  they  were,  the 
fact  that  they  are  exc^essive  would  tend  to  its  advantage. 
The  petitions  do  not  show  that  those  who  pay  them  regard 
them  as  excessive  or  unjust,  nor  is  it  averred  that  they  are 
so  in  fact.  It  is  consistent  with  everything  that  appears  in 
tlie  first  two  complaints  that  tliese  rates  are  fair  and  just ; 
tliat  they  are  even  necessary  as  defendants  aver  they  are ; 
;ni(l  tliat  the  parties  who  pay  them  do  so  without  complaint 
iuid  williiifj^ly.    AVliy  then  should  this  ])etitioner  complain? 

Tli(^  petitions  answer  this  inquiry  by  saying  that  **  the 
grievance  which  this  company  and  its  connections  have  is 
that  the  National  Dispatch  Line  makes  rates  to  Detroit  and 
other  points  in  the  West  less  than  the  Boston  and  Albany 
Railroad  Compnny  and  its  connections  make  to  the  same 
point,"  while  at  the  sjime  time  makinf];  higher  rates  to  inter- 
vening points.     But  what  the  higher  rates  to  the  intervening 
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points  have  to  do  with  the  complainant's  **  grievance  "  the 
petition  fails  to  inform  us.  No  connection  between  the  high 
rates  and  the  low  is  shown  or  averred.  It  is  not  said  that 
the  one  set  are  made  high  in  order  that  the  other  may  be 
made  low,  or  that  the  long-haul  traffic  is  taken. at  the  expense 
of  the  short-haul  traffic.  As  the  case  stands  upon  the  first 
two  complaints  the  sole  grievance  of  the  petitioner  is  that  the 
defendant  roads  accept  traffic  from  Boston  to  Western  points 
at  lower  rates  than  are  made  by  petitioner  and  its  connec- 
tions ;  and  the  legitimate  inference  must  be  that  the  purpose 
of  the  proceedings  is  to  compel  the  putting  up  of  those  rates. 
But  in  that  purpose  the  petitioner  can  certainly  expect  no 
aid  from  this  Commission.  The  defendant  companies  have 
the  legal  right  to  make  the  low  through  rates,  and  their  com- 
petitors cannot  restrain  them. 

On  the  argument  it  was  said  on  behalf  of  the  Boston  and 
Albany  company  that  the  purpose  of  the  proceeding  was 
to  obtain  a  construction  of  the  Act.  The  petitioner  desires 
to  know  whether  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad  Company  is 
justified  in  making  with  its  ccmuections  higher  rates  from 
Boston  to  St.  Albans  and  intervening  points  than  it  makes 
to  Montreal  and  more  distant  points.  It  desires  to  have  an 
authoritative  decision  on  that  subject,  in  order  that,  if  such 
higher  rates  are  sustained,  it  may  proceed  in  like  manner  to 
impose  in  respect  to  its  traffic  higher  nitcs  upon  shorter  than 
upon  longer  hauls.  And  as  it  was  well  understood  that  this 
Commission  did  not  give  opinions  upon  abstract  questions, 
or  undertake  to  construe  the  law  as  a  guide  to  parties  in  their 
own  business  when  no  controversy  was  pending  before  it, 
these  proceedings  were  begun  in  order  to  present  the  neces- 
sary contention. 

One  obvious  remark  upon  this  is,  that  it  is  not  warranted 
by  the  complaint,  which  undertakes  to  advance  and  rely  upon 
a  "  grievance."  Another,  equally  obvious,  is  that  the  desire 
to  have  safe  guidance  in  one's  own  business  is  not  a  legiti- 
mate ground  for  overhauling  the  business  of  another  with 
which  the  party  has  no  other  concern.  Moreover  a  decision 
upholding  the  lawfulness  of  the  greater  charges  made  for  the 
shorter  hauls  by  the  Central  Vermont  and  its  connections, 
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coiild  not,  in  the  nature  of  things,  constitute  a  rule  for  the 
petitioner  in  deciding  whether  to  impose  greater  charges  for 
shorter  hauls  on  its  line.  Our  reasons  for  this  were  fully 
given  In  the  Matter  of  the  Lomsville  and  Naishville  Railroad 
Co.  We  there  pointed  out  that  the  right  to  make  such  char- 
ges under  the  law  was  exceptional ;  that  it  depended  in  eve- 
ry case  upon  the  peculiar  cii'cumstances  and  conditions ;  and 
while  we  did  not  undertake  to  indicate  *all  the  reasons  that 
might  justly  or  plausibly  be  advanced  in  support  of  an  ex- 
ception, enough  was  stated  to  make  clear  as  we  thought  how 
impossible  it  is  to  lay  down  definite  rules  by  which  the  cases 
as  they  arise  may  be  readily  determined.  It  is  upon  its  own 
circumstances  and  conditions  that  each  case  must  be  judged. 

In  the  cases  before  us  there  is  neither  allegation  nor  proof 
that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  local  traffic  on 
the  Boston  and  Albany  and  its  connections  are  like  or  sub- 
stantially like  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  local 
traffic  of  the  Central  Vermont  and  its  connections  between 
Boston  and  St.  Albans.  If  therefore  it  were  to  be  decided 
that  the  greater  charges  on  the  shoi-ter  hauls  which  are  here 
complained  of  are  just,  reasonable  and  legal,  it  would  not 
follow  that  the  Boston  and  Albanv  and  its  connections  could 
make  the  like  charges.  The  reason  is  plain  :  The  decision 
would  be  confined  to  the  facts  of  the  very  case  in  judgment ; 
and  how  it  would  apply  to  the  facts  of  anj'  other  case  not 
(exactly  like  it,  would  be  matter  of  inference  and  argument 
only.  Tlie  greater  the  diflforence  in  circumstances  and  con- 
dition the  less  would  be  the  likelihood  that  the  decision  could 
be  accepted  as  a  precedent.  And  perhaps  it  may  be  safely 
said' that  any  well-informed  person  who  has  even  a  general 
knowledge  of  that  section  of  the  country  knows  that  the  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  of  local  traffic  on  the  Central  Ver- 
mont must  be  greatly  different  to  what  those  are  of  the  local 
traffic  on  the  Boston  and  Albany.  The  latter  runs  through 
the  more  densely  populated  country ;  it  has  more  considera- 
ble towns  and  large  manufactories  upon  it,  and  for  these  rea- 
sons has  a  vastly  greater  volume  of  business  within  its  reach. 
It  also  takes  the  better  direction  for  a  heavy  long-haul  traffic. 

In  what  has  been  said  we  are  not  to  be  understood  as  hold- 
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iug  tliat  a  complainant  must  necessarily  have  a  pecuniary 
interest  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  be  heard.  There  are  no 
doubt  many  cases  in  wliich  an  individual  having  no  interest 
except  to  see  that  the  law  is  enforced  for  the  benefit  of  soci- 
ety may  complain  in  his  own  name  but  in  the  public  interest. 
In  these  cases  the  petitioner  does  not  complain  in  the  public 
interest,  but  in  its  own,  and  the  grievance  of  low  long-haul 
rates,  of  wliich  it  complains,  is  not  a  public  grievance. 

The  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  however,  expressly  pro- 
vides that  "  No  complaint  shall  at  any  time  be  dismissed  be- 
cause of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  complainant." 
Under  this  provision  when  an  alleged  infraction  of  the  law 
of  such  a  character  as  to  constitute  a  public  grievance  of 
considerable  general  importance  is  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  Commission,  by  a  responsible  party  in  a  duly  authen- 
ticated form,  it  may  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  enter 
upon  its  investigation,  and  if  the  charge  is  substantiated,  to 
apply  appropriate  relief.  We  are  relieved  from  any  necessi- 
ty of  determining  what  woukl  be  the  proper  c(mrse  to  pur- 
sue in  sue.  a  case  by  tiio  fact  that  the  question  of  the  viola- 
tion of  law  i>i  directly  presented  in  tiie  petition  filed  by  the 
Vermont  State  Grange  of  the  Patrons  of  Husbandry.  Wo 
are  not  informcul  whether  that  body  is  incorporated,  nor  is  tt 
impoi-tant.  It  was  conceded  on  the  argument  to  be  an  asso- 
ciation formed  for  j)roper  j)urposes  by  respectable  people  of 
the  State,  and  presumably  those  persons  are  interested,  or 
are  liable  to  bo,  in  the  charges  complained  of.  They  find 
their  grievance  not  in  the  low  rates  which  the  law  does  not 
undertake  to  restrict,  but  in  the  high  rates  which,  if  not  jus- 
tified by  a  ])roper  showing,  stand  condemned,  and  as  these 
are  likely  to  bear  with  peculiar  weight  upon  those  who  fol- 
low the  calling  of  husbandmen,  it  is  very  proper  that  they 
as  an  association,  if  they  believe  the  rates  wrong  and  oppres- 
sive, should  raise  the  (piestion.  Upon  the  petition  of  the 
State  Grange,  therefore,  we  proceed  to  examination  of  the 
merits  of  the  controversv. 

I.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  they 
do  not  nor  does  either  of  them  violate  the  fourth  section  of 
the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  because  the  shorter  hauls  for 
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which  the  greater  charges  are  made  are  not  over  the  same 
lines  as  the  longer  hauls  for  which  the  charges  are  less. 

This  contention  is  based  on  the  phraseology  of  the  first  and 
fourth  sections  of  the  act.  By  the  fourth  section  it  is  made 
unlawful  for  **  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act  "  to  charge  more,  <fcc.,  **  for  a  shorter  than  for  a 
longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the 
shorter  being  included  within  the  longer  distance."  The  first 
section  prescribes  who  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act.  They  are  '*  any  common  carrier  or  carriers  engaged 
in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property  wholly  by 
railroad,  or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water  when  both 
are  used  under  a  common  control,  management,  or  arrange- 
ment for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,"  &c.  The  party 
tlien,  it  is  claimed,  who  can  be  liable  under  the  fourth  section 
must,  it  is  said,  either  be  a  single  carrier  operating  by  itself 
a  line  upon  which  the  charges  are  made,  or  it  must  be  car- 
lims  operating  a  line  **  under  a  common  control,  management, 
or  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage,"  <tc.  The  defend- 
ant cor[)orations  have  each  their  separate  board  of  directors; 
th(^y  are  not  under  a  common  control  or  management ;  they 
have  no  common  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage. 
Tlieir  tracks  conncx-t  and  a  carriage  may  be  made  continuous 
by  tlie  delivery  of  property  from  one  to  another  till  it  reaches 
its  destination,  but  the  deliverv  is  a  common  law  dutv  irre- 
spective  of  cr)nim()n  arrangement.  The  making  of  a  joint 
taritr  is  not,  it  is  argued,  such  a  common  arrangement  as  the 
act  '-ontoniplatt^s  :  it  is  only  an  agreement  as  to  what  each  will 
acct'pt  as  its  sliare  of  the  charge  for  a  haul  over  the  roads  or 
lines  of  them  all.  The  long  and  short  hauls,  then,  are  not  on 
the  same  line  unless  both  are  on  the  line  of  the  same  carrier, 
which  is  not  the  case  here.  But  if  two  or  more  roads  could 
b(^  regardcnl  as  one  "  linc^  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  the 
cliarges  complained  of  here  are  not  for  hauls  on  the  same 
Viuv  ;  tlu^  line  from  l^oston  to  St.  Albans  which  some  of  the  de- 
fendants form  being  a  dilFerent  line  from  that  formed  to  Mon- 
treal throu«;h  St.  Albans,  and  dillerent  again  to  that  formed 
to  Detroit,  and  so  on.  This  is  the  substance  of  the  very  in- 
genious argument  presented  and  elaborated  for  the  defence. 
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We  do  not  think  the  argument  sound.  Without  pausing 
now  to  inquire  what  was  meant  by  the  words  "  under  a  com- 
mon control,  management,  or  arrangement,"  &c.,  or  whether 
those  words  have  any  application  at  all  to  carriers  wholly  by 
railroad,  we  have  no  difficulty  in  holding  that  if  the  defend-, 
ants  join  in  making  the  tariff  which  constitutes  the  lesser 
charge  on  the  longer  haul,  while  one  or  more  of  their  number 
make  the  greater  charge  on  the  shorter  haul,  the  case  is  with- 
in the  fourth  section,  and  those  who  make  such  greater  charge 
are  called  upon  to  justify  it.  "Any  common  carrier"  is  as 
much  restrained  when  it  unites  with  one  or  more  others  in 
making  the  long  haul  charge  as  when  it  makes  such  charge 
independently.  Kor  have  we  any  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the  word  "  line  "  in  the  act.  A  physical  line  was  meant ;  not 
a  business  arrangement,  and  one  piece  of  road  may  be  part 
of  several  lines,  as  the  road  from  Boston  to  AVhite  River 
Junction  is  part  of  the  line  to  St.  Albans,  and  also  part  of  the 
lines  severally  to  Montreal,  Ogdensburgh,  Detroit,  Port  Hu- 
ron, and  Chicago.  When  a  greater  charge  is  made  from  Bos- 
ton to  White  lliver  Junction  than  is  made  by  way  of  that 
point  to  any  one  of  the  other  points  named  the  two  are  mad© 
for  hauls  on  the  same  line,  the  shorter  being  included  within 
the  longer  distance. 

II.  By  some  of  the  defendants  it  is  claimed  that  the  case 
is  not  brought  within  the  fourth  section  of  the  act,  because 
the  tariff  for  the  long  haul  traffic  is  not  made  by  the  de- 
fendants, singly  or  collectively,  but  by  the  National  Despatch 
Line  which  operates  over  their  roads. 

The  National  Desj)atch  Line  is  one  of  the  many  fast  freight 
lines  of  the  country,  but  is  perhaps  in  some  respects  peculiar. 
It  is  neither  a  corporation  nor  an  association  of  persons.  It 
exists  by  virtue  of  no  formal  agreement  or  writing.  One  wit- 
ness speaks  of  it  as  a  name  merely  ;  another  as  a  trade  mark. 
It  is  nevertheless,  so  far  as  the  public  dealing  with  it  are  con- 
cerned, an  actuality  of  much  importance,  for  it  not  only  trans- 
acts a  large  business  but  takes  all  the  traffic  passing  over  the 
Central  Vermont  destined  to  or  coming  from  points  beyond 
St.  Albans.  It  has  for  general  manager  Mr.  John  Porteous, 
who  owes  his  office  or  position  to  the  president  of  the  Central 


BOSTON  &  ALBANY  R.  R.  CO.  V.  BOSTON  &  LOWELL  R.  R.  CO.  177 

Vermont  Railroad  Company,  whose  power  to  appoint  does 
not  appear.  Mr.  Porteous  appoints  some  assistants,  but  in 
general  the  raihoad  agents  are  agents  of  the  National  Des- 
patch Line  also.  The  reason  for  establishing  the  line  origi- 
nally was  that  the  roads  were  greatly  deficient  in  rolling  stock, 
and  a  car  company  was  formed  to  loan  them  cars,  and  this 
line  called  into  existence  to  operate  the  cars.  The  roads  pay 
mileage  for  the  use  of  the  cars.  The  earnings  of  the  line  less 
the  expenses  are  divided  among  the  roads  in  agreed  propor- 
tions. Mr.  Porteous  makes  the  tariffs  for  traffic  taken  by  the 
line.  The  long  haul  traffic  rates  mentioned  in  the  complaints 
are  rates  made  by  him,  the  several  defendants  taking  no  part 
in  making  them. 

These  are  the  facts  as  they  appear  from  the  proofs.  We 
deem  it  unnecessary  to  comment  upon  them  any  further  than 
is  needful  to  draw  the  legal  conclusion.  The  responsibility 
of  the  defendant  carriers  for  the  long  haul  rates  is  unques- 
tionable. They  did  not  through  their  own  officers  fix  them, 
but  they  one  and  all  acquiesced  in  the  designation  of  a  per- 
son to  be  allowed  to  fix  them,  they  permit  the  business  to  be 
done  over  their  roads  respectively  at  the  rates  named,  and 
they  accept  their  several  proportions.  It  would  be  difficult 
to  imagine  a  method  wherebj^  they  would  become  bound 
more  conclusively,  for  Mr.  Porteous  is  agent  for  all  in  mak- 
ing the  rates,  and  tlioy  all  acquiesce  in  what  he  does,  so  that 
thoy  would  be  bound  even  if  he  had  acted  at  first  without 
full  autliority.  The  arrangement  as  it  exists  in  fact,  though 
it  be  onlv  a  name  or  a  trade  mark,  makes  the  National  Des- 
patch  Line  or  its  manager  representing  it,  the  agent  for  such 
roads  as  the  line  is  operated  over.  Its  rates  are  their  rates 
for  the  business  done,  and  at  their  peril  they  must  see  t;bat 
its  tariffs  are  filed  with  this  Commission,  and  that  in  other 
particulars  the  law  is  obeyed  by  it. 

III.  The  principal  controversy  in  the  case  has  been  over 
the  justification  set  up  for  the  charges  on  the  short  haul 
traffic.  As  bearing  upon  that  controversy  a  considerable 
body  of  evidence  was  taken,  the  purpose  of  which  was  to 
show  that  the  very  low  rates  charged  for  long  haul  traffic 
were  a  necessity  of  the  situation,  and  that  the  higher  rates 
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for  short  haul  traflSic  were  the  lowest  that  could  be  aflforded. 
As  the  Central  Vermont  is  the  road  principally  concerned 
with  the  shoi-t  haul  rates,  and  the  lines  for  long  haul  traffic 
are  very  often  spoken  of  as  Central  Vermont  lines,  it  will  not 
be  necessary  in  the  further  discussion  of  the  case  to  distin- 
guish between  the  several  roads,  and  what  we  have  to  say 
will  perhaps  be  more  readily  grasped  and  understood  if  we 
avoid  doing  so. 

The  Central  Vermont  is  the  successor  to  the  Vermont  Cen- 
tral and  the  Vermont  and  Canada  roads,  constructed  in  1849 
for  local  traffic  and  which  became  bankrupt  and  sunk  all  their 
capital.  There  was  a  long  receivership,  at  the  end  of  whicli 
a  reorganization  was  affected  under  the  name  of  the  Central 
Vermont  with  a  bonded  debt  of  seven  million  dollars.  The 
company  as  reorganized  has  paid  the  interest  on  its  debt  but 
no  dividends  ;  the  surplus  earnings  being  all  expended  in  im- 
provements. The  road  is  in  a  fine  state  of  repair  and  effi- 
ciency, well  supplied  with  motive  power,  but  still  making  use 
of  leased  cars  through  the  National  Despatcli  Line.  The  line 
of  road  is  through  a  sparsely  populated  country,  with  no 
large  towns,  and  where  the  industry  is  mainly  agricultural. 
For  many  years  the  population  has  been  nearly  stationary 
in  numbers,  but  the  wealth  of  the  people  has  been  steadily 
increasing,  and  to  this  increase  the  railroads  have  no  donb' 
largely  contributed  ;  perhaps  it  is  not  too  much  to  say  tht. 
they  have  rendered  it  possible.  There  is  not  local  traffic 
along  the  line  of  the  road  to  enable  the  company  on  any  pos- 
sible tariff  to  maintain  a  first  class  road,  and  its  managers  be- 
fore and  during  the  receivership  directed  their  energies  to 
making  it  a  link  in  through  lines  from  Boston  and  other  New 
England  towns  to  Montreal,  Detroit,  Chicago,  and  other 
points  in  the  West.  These  efforts  were  successful,  and  the 
Central  Vermont  was  recognized  by  the  Trunk  Lines  as  a 
powerful  rival  for  the  traffic  between  the  Mississippi  Valley 
and  the  seaboard,  and  was  allotted  large  percentages  of  the 
business.  But  as  the  line  was  much  less  direct  than  those 
of  the  Trunk  Line  roads  and  more  time  was  required  for  the 
passage  of  trains  over  it  than  between  the  same  points  over 
the  other  lines,  it  was  compelled  to  make  concessions  in  rates 
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to  shippers,  and  the  Trunk  Lines  recognized  this  necessity 
and  allowed  it  a  differential,  as  it  is  called ;  that  is  to  say,  al- 
lowed it  U>  make  concessions  on  west-bound  traffic  up  to  an 
agreed  point  without  its  being  regarded  as  a  cutting  of  rates. 
This  differential  has  been  as  high  as  ten  cents  a  hundred 
j3ounds  on  first  class  freight  between  Boston  and  Chicago,  and 
proportional  on  the  lower  classes,  but  so  large  a  differential 
is  not  now  conceded.  The  National  Despatch  Line,  however, 
continues  to  insist  upon  it,  and  its  doing  so  led  to  the  insti- 
tution of  the  original  proceedings.  The  carriers  forming  the 
Central  Vermont  lines  insist  that  the  differentials  they  make 
are  necessary  to  enable  them  to  obtain  a  fair  share  of  the  busi- 
ness ;  their  rivals  deny  this  and  claim  that  it  results  in  forc- 
ing commerce  into  unnatural  channels  and  in  the  taking  of 
traffic  at  unremunerative  rates.  All  this  controversy  was  gone 
over  in  the  evidence  and  in  argument,  with  the  purpose  on 
one  side  to  estop  the  Boston  and  Albany,  as  an  assenting 
party  to  the  differentials,  from  making  the  complaint  it  now 
sets  up,  and  on  the  other  to  convict  the  defendant  roads  of 
unfairness  to  their  competitors.  But  all  this  becomes  imma- 
terial to  the  controversy  presented  by  the  complaint  of  the 
State  Grange.  What  we  are  concerned  with  now  are  the  local 
rates  as  they  affect  local  shippers,  not  the  through  rates  as 
thev  affect  the  rival  lines. 

One  peculiarity  of  this  controversy  is  that  the  differentials 
are  not  given  or  taken  on  east-bound  traffic,  but,  neverthe- 
less, the  Central  Vermont  Line  is  enabled  to  obtain  its  full 
share  of  the  business.  The  reasons  for  this  were  not  brought 
out  on  the  hearing,  but  evidently  the  roads  forming  that  line 
have  been  able  to  give  shippers  more  satisfactory  facilities  on 
east-bound  than  on  west-bound  traffic.  But  this  also  is  un- 
important now.  What  is  important  is  the  fact  that  the 
through  business  is  a  necessity  to  the  Central  Vermont,  if  it 
is  to  maintain  its  present  state  of  efficiency.  The  strictly 
through  tonnage  over  it  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 1886,  was 
seventy-nine  per  cent,  of  all ;  the  strictly  local  tonnage  was 
but  five  and  one-fourth  per  cent.,  while  what  is  denominated 
in  the  evidence  joint  freight,  that  is  to  say,  freight  received 
at  points  on  the  line  from  points  beyond  its  termini,  or  taken 
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"up  at  local  points  to  be  transported  beyond  the  termini,  was 
fifteen  and  three-fourths  per  cent.  It  is  very  evident  that 
fi*om  these  figures  that  neither  on  the  local  trafiic  alone,  nor 
on  that  and  the  joint  traffic  can  a  first  class  road  be  maintain- 
ed. It  is  therefore  the  right  and  we  may  say  the  duty  of  the 
managers  of  the  Central  Vermont  to  obtain  and  keep  up  a 
through  business  if  they  can  do  so  without  injustice  to  the 
local  traffic  and  without  violation  of  law. 

No  injustice  is  done  to  the  local  traffic  by  taking  through 
traffic  at  very  low  rates,  provided  the  doing  so  neither  njakes 
the  local  traffic  more  expensive  nor  otherwise  incommodes  it. 
The  defendants  put  in  evidence  to  show,  (1,)  that  the  rates  on 
local  traffic  are  not  out  of  proportion  to  those  charged  on 
through  traffic  ;  it  being  very  much  more  expensive  to  handle 
an  equal  amount  of  the  former  than  of  the  latter ;  (2,)  that  the 
through  traffic  is  not  carried  at  a  loss,  but  there  are  net  gains 
from  it  in  the  aggregate  exceeding  those  on  the  local  and  joint 
traffic  put  together,  and  that  it  is  by  means  of  these  gains  that 
the  efficiency  of  the  road  is  maintained ;  (3,)  that  the  rates  on 
the  through  traffic  cannot  be  materially  advanced  without  losing 
it,  and,  (4,)  that  the  company  cannot  aflford  to  reduce  the  rates 
on  the  local  traffic.  There  was  strong  evidence  in  support  of 
all  these  propositions.  We  are  entirely  satisfied  that  a  large 
through  business  is  essential  to  this  line  if  it  is  to  continue 
to  be  a  useful  line  even  for  local  business.  We  are  also  sat- 
isfied that  the  people  of  Vermont  arelarpjely  interested  in  the 
low  rates  on  the  long  haul  traffic,  not  only  be(»auso  to  some 
extent  they  send  manufactured  articles  to  distant  points,  but 
much  more  because  Vermont  relies  very  largely  on  the  West 
for  grain,  flour,  meats,  and  provisions.  It  is  highly  probable 
that  if  the  people  of  that  State  pay  high  rates  on  local  traffic 
they  are  fully  compensated  in  the  low  rates  on  long  haul  traf- 
fic. A  board  having  full  power  to  adjust  rates  as  circum- 
stances should  seem  to  require  might  perhaps  so  hold. 

But  our  power  in  this  regard  is  restricted  by  the  terms  of 
the  law  which  absolutely  forbid  a  carrier  "to  charge  or  receive 
any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  passengers  or  of  like  kind  of  property  under  sub- 
stantially similar  circumstances  and  conditions  for  a  shorter 
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than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  di- 
rection, the  shorter  being  included  within  the  longer  dis- 
tance." This  is  the  law  which  governs  our  action,  and  it  can- 
not be  departed  from  by  us  on  considerations  of  equity  or  of 
what  would  be  for  the  interest  of  parties  concerned.  If  par- 
ties complain  of  a  violation  of  the  law  we  can  only  pass  upon 
the  charge  preferred,  and  our  action  cannot  be  affected  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  rates  as  adjusted  are  on  the  whole  to 
their  advantage.  They  must  judge  of  their  interest,  while  wo 
are  to  judge  of  the  violations  of  law  which  are  complained  of. 

The  controversy  in  the  case,  then,  is  narrowed  to  this 
question  :  Are  the  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which 
the  greatc  r  charges  are  imposed  on  the  short  haul  traflSic  sub- 
stantially dissimilar  to  those  under  which  the  lesser  charges 
are  imposed  on  the  long  haul  traflSic  ?  If  not,  such  greater 
charges  are  illegal,  and  we  have  no  authority  to  make  them 
otherwise. 

The  defendants  undertook  to  show  that  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  were  substantiallv  dissimilar.  The  evidence  of 
the  difference  in  cost  was  very  justly  relied  upon,  for  cost  is  a 
very  important  condition  to  traffic.  This  difference  fairly  jus- 
titles  a  considerable  difference  in  the  rates,  but  we  are  not 
satisfied  that  it  will  support  the  difference  actually  made.  The 
cost  of  different  kinds  of  traffic  cannot  possibly  b6  arrived  at 
with  accuracy  ;  at  best  only  an  approximating  estimate  can 
be  made.  The  calculations  put  in  evidence  do  not  satisfy  us 
that  tlic  sam(^  kind  of  freight  can  be  taken  from  Boston  through 
St.  Albans  to  Detroit  at  a  less  cost  than  from  Boston  to  St. 
Albans,  or  from  Boston  through  Ogdensburgh  to  Chicago  and 
Milwaukee  at  a  less  cost  than  to  Ogdensburgh.  Honest  cal- 
culations are  made  to  show  such  a  residt,  but  they  are  very 
likely  to  charge  upon  local  traffic  exclusively  items  wiiich 
ou<;lit  to  be  a])])ortion(Ml,  or  to  leave  something  out  of  view 
which  (nmlit  to  be  considered. 

The  main  relianc^e  of  the  def<mce,  however,  w^is  upon  a 
shcnving  of  the  competition  which  defendants  must  meet  in 
long  haul  traffic.  It  was  shown  that  for  traffic  between  Bos- 
ton and  the  West  there  was  actual  or  possible  competition 
by  steamers  to  Portland  and  thence  over  .the  Grand  Trunk 
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by  steamers  to  Halifax,  and  tlience  over  the  Inter-colonial 
by  the  Southeastern  Koad  to  connect  with  the  Canadian  Pa- 
cific by  the  several  trunk  lines  and  by  combinations  of  car- 
riers requiring  no  special  mention. 

The  evidence,  however,  is  entirely  conclusive  that  the  com- 
petition which  is  troublesome  to  the  defendants  is  that  of  the 
Trunk  Lines.  It  is  from  these  that  the  defendants  demand 
the  differentials,  and  it  is  because  they  are  possessed  of  the 
shorter  lines  that  the  differentials  become  necessary.  The 
defendants  do  not  fear  the  competition  of  a  route  by  Halifax 
or  of  any  of  the  other  circuitous  routes  that  can  be  organized, 
and  such  lines  do  not  constitute  circumstances  or  conditions 
having  any  perceptible  bearing  on  the  present  controversy. 
The  circumstances  and  conditions  that  must  justify  the  greater 
charge  on  the  shorter  haul  over  the  Central  Vermont  Line 
must  be  such  as  spring  from  the  trunk  line  competition. 

In  The  Matter  of  the  I/juhv'dle  and  Nashville  Railroad 
Company  we  expressed  the  opinion  that  there  might  be  cases 
in  which  the  competition  between  railroads,  even  when  they 
were  all  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  would 
present  such  dissimilarity  of  circumstances  and  conditions 
between  long  haul  and  short  haul  traffic  as  to  justify  the 
greater  charge  on  the  shorter  haul  on  the  same  line  in  the 
same  direction.  But  our  publislied  opinion  shows  that  we 
tiiought  the  case  must  be  rare  and  quite  exceptional.  The 
trunk  lines  are  all  subject  to  our  jurisdiction.  What  then 
are  the  peculiar  circumstances  and  conditions  which  consti- 
tute the  difference  between  the  case  before  us  and  cases  of 
railroad  competition  in  general? 

The  principal  difference  must  be  found  in  the  fact  that  the 
Trunk  Lines  have  interior  or  shorter  lines  as  comjvired  with 
the  line  of  the  defendants,  and  the  latter  are  compelled,  there- 
fore, to  make  very  low  rates  on  their  through  traffic.  This  is 
a  necessity  of  the  situation.  But  it  is  a  necessity  which 
exists  wherever  long  and  short  lines  compete ;  the  long  line 
must  accept  the  rates  made  by  the  short  line,  and  perhaps 
make  concessions  from  them.  In  this  respect  there  is  noth- 
ing peculiar  in  the  position  of  these  defendants;  there  are 
roads  in  every  part  of  the  country  which  can  make  the  same 
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claim  they  do  with  the  same  justice.  It  is  a  claim  that  could 
be  advanced  wherever  a  route,  however  circuitous,  could  be 
formed  for  long-haul  traffic.  A  line  from  Boston  to  Detroit, 
for  example,  might  be  formed  by  way  of  the  Chesapeake  and 
Ohio  Railway,  and  one  from  Chicago  to  St.  Louis  by  way  of 
St.  Paul.  The  greater  the  departure  from  a  direct  line,  the 
greater  would  commonly  be  the  necessity  for  low  rates  on 
through  traffic,  and  the  greater  the  liability  to  have  the 
charges  on  the  local  traffic  increased  to  make  the  carriage  of 
through  traffic  possible.  But,  without  enlarging  on  this 
branch  of  the  case,  we  content  ourselves  with  saying  that 
such  peculiar  facts  are  not  found  to  exist  in  this  case  as  will 
justify  the  greater  charge  over  the  shorter  line. 

There  remains  for  us  only  the  duty  to  make  and  issue  the 
order  which  the  facts  found  require.  The  Central  Vermont 
and  tne  other  defendants  concerned  with  it  in  interstate 
traffic  between  Boston  and  St.  Albans  and  Boston  and  Og- 
densburgh,  respectively,  including  those  points,  must  wholly 
cease  and  desist  from  charging  or  receiving  in  respect  to  any 
part  of  such  traffic  a  greater  compensation  for  transportation 
of  a  like  kind  of  property  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  dis- 
tance over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter 
being  inchided  within  the  longer  distance.  In  performing 
this  duty  we  neither  do  nor  with  propriety  can  express  opin- 
ion upon  the  intrinsic  reasonableness  or  justice  of  the  rates 
heretofore  imposed,  except  to  this  extent,  that  we  do  not 
think  it  was  shown  by  the  evidence  that  when  the  local  tariffs 
are  made  to  conform  to  the  letter  of  the  law  as  aboye  directed 
they  will  be  unreasonable. 

In  this  opinion  all  concur.  ' 

On  filing  this  report  and  opinion  the  following  order  was 
entered : 

These  three  cases  having  been  brought  on  to  be  heard  at 
Rutland,  in  the  State  of  Vermont,  on  documentary  and  oral 
testimony,  and  counsel  having  been  heard  on  behalf  of  the 
respective  ])arties,  that  is  to  say,  Mr.  Samuel  Hoar  for  the 
complainants  in  the  first  two  oases,  Mr.  George  F.  Edmunds 
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and  Mr.  Haskins,  of  Haskins  &  Stoddard,  for  the  complain- 
ant in  the  third  case,  and  Messrs.  B.  F.  Fifield  and  A.  A. 
Strout  for  the  defendants;  and  due  deliberation  having  been 
had,  and  the  report  and  opinion  of  the  Commission  being 
now  filed — 

It  is  now  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  Central  Vermont 
Bailroad  Company  and  the  other  defendants  concerned  with 
it  in  interstate  traffic  between  Boston,  in  the  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  St.  Albans,  in  the  State  of  Vermont,  or  between 
Boston  aforesaid  and  Ogdensburgh,  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  including  those  points  respectively,  do  and  shall  wholly 
and  immediately  cease  and  desist  from  charging  or  receiving, 
in  respect  of  any  part  of  such  traffic,  a  greater  compensation 
for  the  transportation  of  a  like  kind  of  property  for  a  shorter 
than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same 
direction,  the  shorter  being  included  within  the  longer  dis- 
tance. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  that  a  copy  of  this  order,  with 
notice  requiring  obedience  thereto,  be  foi*thwith  sent  to  each 
of  the  defendant  corporations,  and  that  at  the  same  time 
there  be  also  sent  to  each  of  such  defendants  a  copy  of  the 
report  and  opinion  of  the  Commission  above  referred  to. 


GEOEGE  M.  JACKSON  v.  THE  ST.   LOUIS,  AEKAN- 
SAS  AND  TEXAS  EAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Decided  October  12,  1887. 

Petitioner  complained  of  a  certain  rate  as  excessive.  Tie  also  complained 
of  unjust  discrimination  in  respect  to  that  rate.  Defendant  answered 
that  its  rate  was  not  what  petitioner  supposed,  Vjut  was  a  certain  charge 
veiy  much  less,  and  also  denied  the  alleged  unjust  discrimination.  Pe- 
titioner did  not  further  appear  in  the  case,  and  did  not  respond  at  the 
hearing.  Held,  that  it  must  be  assumed  on  these  facts  that  he  was  sat- 
isfied with  the  answer. 

No  appearance  for  complainant. 
A.  C.  Stuart,  for  defendant. 
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MEMORANDUM. 

The  petition  in  this  case  was  filed  June  8th,  1887.  The 
principal  complaint  seemed  to  be  that  the  defendant  refused 
to  ship  hewed  ties  for  petitioner  from  St.  Francis,  in  the  State 
of  Arkansas,  to  Kc,nsas  City  for  less  than  forty  and  one-rhalf 
cents  each,  which' was  averred  to  be  an  unreasonable  and 
unjust  charge.  It  was  also  complained  that  defendant  dis- 
criminated in  its  rates  unjustly  as  between  sawed  ties  and 
hewed  ties  to  the  prejudice  of  the  latter. 

Defendant  tiled  its  answer  June  28th,  1887,  in  which  all  un- 
just discrimination  as  between  hewed  and  sawed  ties  was  de- 
nied. It  was  further  denied  that  defendant  had  ever  made  a 
charge  of  forty  and  one-half  cents  each  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  ties  from  St,  Francis  to  Kansas  City,  but  it  was  aver- 
red that  the  charge  had  been  forty  cents  prior  to  May  23d, 
1887,  when  it  was  reduced  to  thirty-three  and  one-half  cents, 
at  which  it  remained  when  the  complaint  was  filed. 

A  copy  of  this  answer  was  sent  to  complainant,  and  he  has 
not  since  been  heard  from  by  the  Commission.  Notice  that 
the  case  would  be  heard  this  day  was  sent  to  him,  but  he  has 
not  appeared.  The  defendant  appeared  by  counsel.  Under 
the  circumstances  we  must  assume  complainant  is  satisfied 
with  the  answer,  and  the  case  is  dismissed. 


LEVEEETT     LEONAED    v.    THE    UNION    PACIFIO 

EAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Heard  October  18,  1887. 

When  issues  of  fact  are  made  by  the  pleadings  and  no  proofs  are  offered,  no 
relief  can  h^  granted  on  such  issues. 

The  complaint  charged  unjust  discrlniination  in  rates.  The  answer  admit- 
ted the  discrlniination,  denied  that  It  was  unjust,  and  assigned  reasons 
for  making  it.  On  the  case  being  brought  to  a  hearing  on  the  pleadings 
and  submitted  without  evidence,  it  was  hold  that  since  it  was  impossi- 
ble to  say  that  there  might  not  be  facts  to  support  the  discrimination, 
that  the  case  must  be  dismissed,  but  without  prejudice. 

On  May  21st,  18.S7,  the  complainant  presented  his  petition, 
stating  that  on  the  14th  day  of  April,  1887,  he  delivered  to 
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the  authorized  employees  of  the  defendant  at  its  station  at 
Kansas  City,  Missouri,  twenty-six  head  yearling  pure-bred 
stock  cattle,  in  the  Burton  Feeding  and  Watering  Stock  Car, 
No.  47,  said  car  being  owned  and  operated  by  the  Burton 
Stock  Car  Company,  of  Boston,  Mass.,  and  that  the  said  cat- 
tle were  consigned  by  and  to  himself  to  Pueblo,  Colorado,  on 
sale  ;  that  the  defendant  charged  the  petitioner  for  the  trans- 
portation of  said  stock  thirty-eight  per  cent,  in  excess 
of  the  regular  rate  between  the  same  points  in  cars  owned 
and  operated  by  defendant ;  that  the  petitioner  protested* 
against  the  same,  and  w  as  thereupon  referred  to  that  portion 
of  the  Western  Classification  relating  to  "  The  Transporta- 
tion of  Live  Stock  in  Special  or  Palace  Cars ;"  that  the  pe- 
titioner then  demanded  to  be  supplied  with  an  improved 
feeding  and  w^atering  stock  car,  suitable  for  the  safe  and 
prompt  transportation  of  above  mentioned  pure-bred  stock, 
and  was  informed  that  the  defendant  did  not  own  any  such 
cars,  and  only  supplied  the  common  live  stock  cars.  The  peti- 
tion further  alleges  that  the  common  stock  cars  supplied  by  the 
defendant  are  wholly  inadequate  for  the  comfortable  and  safe 
transportation  of  valuable  pure-bred  stock,  and  have  no  appli- 
ances for  feeding  and  watering  animals  upon  the  cars.  The 
petition  prays  that  the  defendant  be  compelled  to  refund  the 
said  excess  charge  of  thirty-eight  per  cent,  above  the  regular 
rates,  and  that  all  railroads  be  required  to  supply  suitable 
improved  live  stock  cars,  provided  with  adequate  appliances 
for  properly  feeding  and  wintering  horses  and  cattle  while  in 
transit,  or  that,  failing  to  do  so,  they  shall  receive  live  stock 
in  cars  of  like  description  when  offered,  at  the  same  rates 
which  they  receive  for  transporting  the  same  kind  of  traffic, 
the  same  distance,  in  their  own  cars,  and  without  charging 
any  excess  for  the  use  of  said  improved  cars. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  admits  that  application  was 
made  to  its  agent  at  Kansas  City  for  the  transportation  of 
twenty-six  head  of  cattle  in  a  Burton  stock  car,  from  Kansas 
City,  Missouri,  to  Pueblo,  Colorado,  via  Denver,  Colorado, 
and  says  that  the  freight  rate  upon  such  a  car,  so  loaded,  from 
Kansas  City  to  Denver  was  explained  to  the  petitioner  ;  that 
said  car  was  a  Burton  Palace  Stock  Car,  of  the  ordinary  size, 
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and  thirty-six  feet  in  length,  internal  measurement ;  that  the 
rate  upon  ordinary  stock  cars,  thirty  feet  in  length,  as  used 
by  railroads  generally,  was  $72.50,  and  that  under  the  West- 
ern Classification,  adopted  by  the  western  roads  through  the 
Western  Classification  Committee,  the  rate  at  the  date  of  said 
shipment  on  live  stock  palace  cars,  thirty-six  feet  in  length, 
internal  measurement,  was  one  hundred  and  thirty-eight  per 
cent,  of  the  regular  tariff  rate,  that  is  to  say,  $72.50  per  car ; 
that  the  petitioner  did  not  at  the  time  object  to  the  said  rate, 
and  the  only  difference  which  arose  then,  or  at  any  time  prior, 
related  to  the  issuance  of  a  free  pass  to  petitioner  by  defen- 
dant, fi-om  Kansas  City  to  Denver,  which  was  refused,  and 
to  this  the  petitioner  objected,  and  defendant  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  any  dissatisfaction  respecting  said  shipment,  or  claim 
for  refunding  of  any  alleged  excess  in  the  rate,  until  the  filing 
of  the  petitioner's  complaint.  The  defendant  denies  that  the 
said  charge  was  in  violation  of  the  "Act  to  Begulate  Com- 
merce," and  also  denies  that  any  demand  was  made  upon  it 
to  furnish  the  petitioner  with  an  improved  feed  and  watering 
stock  car  suitable  for  the  safe  and  prompt  transportation  of 
high-bred  stock,  or  that  complainant  was  informed  that  the 
railway  company  did  not  own  such  cars,  and  says  that  the 
statements  of  complainant  in  that  particular  are  untrue  in 
fact ;  that  its  stock  cars,  in  ordinary  use,  are  well  built  and 
substantial  and  in  every  respect  fit  for  the  transportation  of 
live  stock,  as  such  business  is  ordinarily  conducted  by  west- 
ern roads  ;  that  the  said  Burton  stock  car  is  a  species  of  pal- 
ace stock  car,  not  owned  by  any  railroad  company,  but  by 
the  Burton  Stock  Car  Company,  a  private  corporation,  which 
provides  cars  for  shippers  of  live  stock,  and  receive  therefor 
:i  fee  separate  and  apart  from  any  payment  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  said  car  and  its  contents  ;  that  the  tendency  of  such 
private  ownership  and  profit  upon  such  cars  hauled  by  rail- 
way companies  is  to  absorb  and  divert  a  part  of  the  legiti- 
mate railway  business  into  the  pockets  of  private  corpora- 
tions and  individuals,  who  deny  any  obligation  as  common 
carriers  to  the  public  or  the  government.  The  defendant 
further  states  that,  in  the  transaction  complained  of,  it  has 
afforded  the  petitioner  equal  advantages  and  facilities  without 
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preference  or  discrimination  to  persons  or  corporations  sim  - 
ilarly  situated,  and  that  the  charges  made  were  reasonable 
and  just.  It  submits,  also,  that  it  is  not  under  any  legal  ob- 
ligation, either  of  common  law  or  by  construction,  to  receive 
and  transport  over  its  road  trains,  cars,  or  vehicles  owned 
by  private  parties  or  corporations,  whether  tendered  by  the 
owners  thereof,  or  by  the  hirers  thereof,  not  operating  rail- 
ways as  common  carriers,  and  not  exchanging  passengers, 
freight  or  other  cars  with  respondent  as  common  carriers. 

The  case  having  been  this  day  assigned  for  hearing — 

M,  J,  Foote  appeared  for  the  petitioner  and  made  an  argu- 
ment, claiming  that  upon  the  pleadings  petitioner  was  enti- 
tled to  the  relief  prayed, 

J,  S.  Blair  and  Shellahager  cfe  WiUon^  for  defendant. 
No  proofs  were  offered. 

By  THE  Commission. 

The  pleadings  in  this  case  present  clear  issues  of  fact.  It 
is  impossible  to  dispose  of  these  issues  by  a  decision  which 
shall  reach  the  merits  without  some  evidence  upon  which  to 
base  it.  We  cannot  assume  that  the  higher  rates  charged  for 
transporting  the  Burton  cars  constitute  unjust  discrimination 
when  the  fact  is  denied  in  the  pleadings  and  is  not  proved. 
Whatever  doubts  we  may  have  on  the  sul)ject  in  the  absence 
of  proofs,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  say  that  if  all  the  facts 
were  before  us  the  greater  charge  could  not  be  justified.  In 
the  case  brought  by  the  Burton  Stock  Car  Company  against 
the  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Railroad  Co.  and  others, 
and  heretofore  heard  by  us,  considerable  evidence  wa^  put 
in  by  the  defendants  in  justification  of  the  greater  charge  ; 
and  while  we  could  not  say  it  was  entirely  convincing,  neither 
on  the  other  hand  could  we  say  that  unjust  discrimination 
was  fairly  made  out.  The  case  was  therefore  retained  for 
further  ])rocecdings  in  ease  the  parties  should  see  fit  to  take 
them.  In  this  ease,  however,  no  evidence  whatever  is  pre- 
sented ;  and  as  it  is  not  suggested  that  further  proceedings 
are  desired,  the  case  must  stand  dismissed,  but  without  prej- 
udice. 
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CHARLES  W.  KEITH  AND  ANOTHER  v.  THE  KEN- 
TUCKY CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY  AND 
OTHERS. 

Tried  July  10— Decided  October  81. 

A  common  carrier  of  live  stock  is  subject  to  tlie  If^al  duty  to  provide  reas- 
onable aud  proper  facilities  for  receiving  and  discharging  from  its  cars 
such  live  stock  as  is  offered  for  transportation,  free  of  all  except  the 
customary  transportation  charges.  It  does  not  fully  discharge  this  duty 
by  receiving  on  and  discharging  from  its  cars  live  stock  at  a  depot  ac- 
cess to  which  must  be  purchased. 

A  railroad  company  as  carrier  of  live  stock  had  undertaken  to  give  to  a 
stock  yards  company  an  exclusive  right  at  one  of  its  stations,  and  to  re- 
quire  all  stock  at  that  station  to  be  received  and  delivered  on  the  plat- 
foi-m  of  the  chutes  of  that  company ;  the  company  being  authorized  to 
charge  lottage  therefor.  Complainants  established  by  the  track  of  the 
railroad  company  chutes  of  their  own,  through  which  they  demanded 
the  right  of  receiving  and  delivering  the  stock  of  themselves  and  their 
customers.  The  conveniences  furnished  by  them  being  suitable,  it  ¥ras 
held  that  their  demand  must  be  complied  with. 

Where  suit  is  pending  involving  to  some  extent  the  question  preoented  by  pe- 
tition to  the  Commission,  the  pendency  thereof  will  not  be  deemed  aufil- 
cient  reason  for  the  Commission  declining  to  make  an  order,  when  it  is 
seen  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  when  rendered  will  not  necessarily 
cover  the  ground  of  the  petition ;  but  leave  will  be  given  either  party  to 
apply  for  a  modification  of  the  order  should  a  modification  be  necessary 
to  make  it  conform  to  the  judgment  when  rendered. 

This  case  being  brought  on  to  be  heard  on  petition  and 
answers  thereto  by  the  several  defendants,  oral  testimony 
was  taken  on  the  issue  so  far  as  related  to  the  Pittsburgh, 
Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis  Bailroad  Company,  and  the  case  as 
to  the  other  defendants  was  submitted  on  the  following 
stipulation  : 

For  the  purpose  of  trying  the  issues  in  the  above  cause 
now  pending  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  the 
following  facts  are  agreed  and  shall  constitute  all  the  evi- 
dence to  be  heard  upon  said  trial,  in  addition  to  such  uncon- 
troverted  statements  of  fact  as  are  contained  in  the  complaint 
and  the  answers. 

1.  The  complainants  are  partners  engaged  in  the  business 
of  live  stock  brokerage,  buying,  selling  and  shipping  live 
stock  from  Covington,  and  are  proprietors  of  stock  yards  at 
Covington,  Kentucky,  situat  near  the  line  of  the  Kentucky 
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Ceutral  Railroad  track,  suitable  and  convenient  for  receiving 
and  shipping  live  stock  from  and  upon  said  railroad,  the  free 
use  of  which  they  have  offered  to  said  railroad  companies,  the 
respondents,  for  either  the  receipt  or  delivery  of  stock  to  and 
from  all  persons  desiring  to  use  the  same. 

2.  The  tripartite  agreement  between  the  railroads  (filed 
here  with  as  exhibit  A)  was  observed  by  all  the  parties  and  by 
the  Louisville  and  Nashville  as  purchaser  of  the  Louisville, 
Cincinnati  and  Lexington,  and  by  the  Kentucky  Central 
Railway  Company  as  successor  of  the  Kentucky  Central  Kail- 
road  Company. 

3.  The  Covington  Stock  Yards  Company  had  a  contract 
(the  same  tiled  with  the  response  of  the  Kentucky  Central 
Railroad  Company  herein)  and  the  validity  and  construction 
of  same  was  duly  ordered  to  be  litigated  by  interpleader  be- 
tween the  Covington  Stock  Yards  Company  and  Keith  and 
Wilson  in  a  case  to  forclose  a  mortgage  on  the  Kentucky 
Central  Railroad  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the 
District  of  Kentucky,  and  was  there  so  litigated,  and  is  now 
pending  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

The  questions  there  involved  were  whether  the  contract 
was  valid  to  give  the  Covington  Stock  Y'^ards  Company  exclu- 
sive right  to  keep  live  stock  chutes  and  yards  on  right  of  way 
of  the  railroad,  and  whether  it  might  charge  Keith  and  Wil- 
son or  their  customers  anything  for  merely  transmitting  live 
stock  through  its  yards  to  and  from  the  public  highway,  and  * 
whether  the  railroad  company  could  establish  any  other  live 
stock  depot  at  Covington.  But  the  said  railroad  company 
had  not  proposed  to  establish  any  other  at  Covington.  (If 
the  Commission  will  consider  that  record — No.  1347,  Coving- 
ton Stock  Vurds  Coinpany  v.  Keith  et  al.,  it  will  find  the  print- 
ed record  in  Supreme  Court  U.  S.) 

4.  The  extra  charges  alleged  as  discriminations  w^ere  made 
by  W.  A.  Peters  for  the  benefit  of  the  Covington  Stock  Yards 
Comi)any,  of  which  he  is  superintendent,  and  wcmt  to  the 
treasury  of  that  company  and  not  to  any  of  the  railroads. 

5.  W.  A.  Peters  is  also  agent  at  the  Covington  Stock  Yards 
Station  for  each  of  the  railroads,  and  reported  separately  to 
each  company  his  acts  for  that  company. 
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6.  Bills  of  lading)  or  shipping  contracts  of  the  Pittsburgh, 
Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis  Bailroad  Company,  only  were  issued 
by  him  for  stock  of  Keith  &  Wilson  or  their  customers  to 
any  point  outside  of  Kentucky,  and  stock  from  similar  points 
was  only  receipted  for  in  like  manner. 

7.  Stock  billed  in  the  name  of  the  Kentucky  Central  Bail- 
road  Company  is  delivered  to  and  received  from  Keith  and 
Wilson  at.  their  own  chutes,  but  not  by  Peters.  Stock  billed 
in  the  name  of  the  other  railroad  companies  is  delivered  and 
received  only  at  Covington  stock  yards. 

8.  The  Kentucky  Central  Bailroad  Company  has  always 
been  willing  to  receive  and  ship  stock  for  Keith  &  Wilson 
at  the  general  fi-eight  depot  at  Covington  free  from  terminal 
charges ;  but  same  is  very  inconvenient  to  both,  and  that 
freight  depot  has  not  been  used  for  receiving  live  stock  only 
in  exceptional  cases. 

9.  W.  A.  Peters,  the  manager  of  the  Covington  Stock 
Yards,  has  been  instructed  by  the  Stock  Yards  Company  to 
collect  yardage  or  lottage  on  all  stock  passing  through  said 
yards  for  market  shipped  to  or  from  Covington  ;  but  none  for 
stock  not  apparently  intended  for  market,  and  none  for  stock 
transmitted  immediately  through  Covington. 

He  has  never  charged  the  complainants,  nor  would  he  now 
charge  them,  lottage  or  yardage  on  any  stock  not  apparently 
designed  for  market  nor  for  any  stock  transmitted  immedi- 
ately through  Covington  and  not  kept  or  housed  at  complain- 
ants' yards. 

Before  the  8tli  day  of  May,  1886,  no  charge  had  been  made  to 
any  one  for  passing  stock  through  said  yards,  whether  intend- 
ed for  market  or  not,  nor  whether  immediately  transmitted 
through  Covington  or  not.  At  or  about  that  time,  the  com- 
plainants having  established  their  yards  in  opposition  to  the 
Covington  Stock  Y^ards,  said  Peters  issued  to  the  complain- 
ants a  notice  in  writing  that  "  on  and  after  that  date  they 
would  be  required  to  pay  lottage  upon  all  stock  unloaded  at 
the  Covington  Stock  Y'ards  and  taken  to  their  yards,"  and  such 
charges  have  been  imposed  upon  them  ever  since,  but  upon 
no  other  persons  except  in  two  instances  where  such  charges 
were  collected  from  others. 
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In  all  cases  where  stock  has  been  kept  at  complainants' 
yards  and  then  offered  for  shipment  over  the  roads  of  defend- 
ants charges  for  passing  through  the  Covington  Stock  Yards 
are  imposed — otherwise  no  such  charge  has  been  made,  ex- 
cept in  the  two  instances  above  mentioned,  and  no  other  in- 
stance has  occurred  for  the  enforcement  of  said  instructions. 

Said  Peters,  as  the  agent  of  said  railroad  companies,  has 
had  no  office  at  the  platform  of  complainants  nor  any  force 
there  to  load  or  unload  cars  and  has  no  authority  to  act  as 
agent  for  said  roads  at  any  other  point  than  the  said  Coving- 
ton Stock  Yards. 

The  loading  and  unloading  of  cars  at  complainants'  chute 
interferes  with  and  impedes  the  loading  and  unloading  at  the 
Covington  Stock  Yards. 

10.  Since  the  5th  day  of  April,  1887,  the  agent  of  the  Pitts- 
burgh, Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis  Eailroad  Company,  respon- 
dent, refuses  to  receive  stock  from  complainants  for  ship- 
ment over  respondents  roads  except  through  the  Covington 
Stock  Yards. 

He  refuses  to  have  the  cars  of  said  respondent  set  in  to 
complainants'  platform  without  the  order  of  the  Kentucky 
Central  Railroad  Company,  and  the  latter  says  it  will  so  set 
the  cars  in  if  the  said  agent  so  directs,  and  he  refuses  to  so 
direct. 

11.  All  live  stock  transported  by  the  Louisville  and  Nash- 
ville Eailroad  Company  to  Covington,  however  consigned  is 
contracted  to  be  delivered  at  the  Covington  Stock  Yards.  The 
Louisville  and  Nashville  Eailroad  Company  pays  the  Stock 
Yards  Company  fifty  cents  per  car  for  unloading. 

We  concur  in  the  above  statement  of  facts  this  July  8th, 
1887. 

James  O'llara,  for  complainant. 

K.  F.  Ilallaniy  for  Kentucky  Central  Eaih'oad  Company. 

E.  Baxter,  for  Louisville  and  Nashville  Eailroad  Company. 

J.  T.  BrooJcSy  for  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis 
Eailroad  Company. 
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REPORT  AND   OPINION  OF  THE  COUCMISSION. 

Morrison,  Commusioner  : 

In  this  case  it  is  alleged  that  the  railroad  companies,  against 
which  complaint  is  made,  have  denied  and  continue  to  deny 
and  refuse  to  Keith  &  Wilson,  complainants,  reasonable  and 
proper  facilities  for  receiving  and  forwarding  live  stock  over 
said  companies'  several  lines  of  road,  separately,  and  in  their 
connections  with  each  other,  and  that  said  railroad  compa- 
nies subject  said  Keith  &  Wilson  to  the  payment  of  terminal 
and  discriminating  charges  not  imposed  on  other  shippers 
of  a  like  kind  of  property. 

The  facts  appearing  from  the  agreement  of  parties  and  tes- 
tilnony  heard  are  found  to  be  : 

1.  The  complainants  are  partners  buying,  selling  and  ship- 
ping live  stock,  and  are  the  proprietors  of  stock  yards  at  Cov- 
ington, Kentucky,  convenient  for  receiving  and  shipping  live 
stock  from  and  upon  the  Kentucky  Central  Bailroad,  the  free 
use  of  which  yards  the  complainants  have  offered  to  the  de- 
fendant railroad  companies  and  at  which  live  stock  is  housed^ 
fed,  and  cared  for  at  lower  rates  than  is  done  by  the  Coving- 
ton Stock  Yards  Company,  whose  yards  and  the  yards. of 
Keith  &  Wilson,  are  near  each  other  on  the  same  live-stock 
switch. 

2.  The  defendants  are  common  carriers  of  passengers  and 
freight,  including  live  stock,  to  and  from  Covington,  Ky., 
and,  through  their  connections  with  each  other,  from  Co\'ing- 
ton,  Ky.,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  thence  to  Pittsburgh,  Pa., 
for  eastern  markets.  The  Covington  Stock  Yards — the  depot 
for  live  stock  on  the  line  of  the  Kentucky  Central  road  used 
by  all  the  defendants — are  reached  by  the  cars  of  the  other 
defendant  railroad  companies  over  a  ST^dtch  or  branch  ex- 
tending from  the  Kentucky  Central  to  the  Louisville  and 
Nashville  road  at  Milldale  or  South  Covington,  over  which 
the  cars  from  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  and  the  Pitts- 
burgh, Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis  roads  pass  to  the  Covington 
Stock  Yards ;  the  cars  of  the  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati  and  St. 
Louis  Railroad  pass  to  and  from  its  southern  terminus  at  Cin- 
cinnati, over  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  track  to  Milldale. 
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3.  The  defendant,  the  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis 
Kailroad  Company,  with  other  railroad  companies,  to  which 
the  other  defendants  are  successors,  had  stipillated  with  the 
Covington  Stock  Yards  Company  to  make  its  yards  with 
chutes  leading  thereto,  on  the  line  of  the  Kentucky  Central 
Kailroad,  their  exclusive  depot  for  live  stock  at  Covington, 
Ky.,  for  the  term  of  fifteen  (15)  years  from  November  ID, 
1881 ;  the  validity  and  construction  of  which  stipulation  had 
been  litigated  in  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  Kentucky,  and  is 
now  pending  on  appeal  in  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court,  and  be- 
fore such  litigation  the  stipulation  was  observed  by  all  the 
parties. 

4.  W.  A.  Peters  was  and  is  the  superintendant  of  said  Cov- 
ington Stock  Yards  Co.  and  agent  at  the  Covington  Stock 
Yards  and  station  for,  and  reports  separately  to,  each  of  said 
defendant  railroad  companies,  and  the  charges  alleged  as  dis- 
criminations, were  made  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  Cov- 
ington Stock  Yards  Co.  and  went  to  its  treasury. 

5.  Said  Peters,  as  manager  of  the  Covington  Stock  Yards 
Co.,  has  been  instructed  by  it  to  collect  **  lottage  "  on  all  stock 
passing  through  said  yards  for  market,  shipped  to  and  from 
Covington,  but  none  for  stock  not  intended  for  market  and 
none  for  stock  transmitted  immediately  through  Covington 
and  not  kept  or  housed  at  complainants'  yards. 

6.  No  charge  was  made  to  anyone  for  passing  stock  through 
said  Covington  Stock  Yards  before  May  8,  1886,  about  which 
time  complainants  established  their  yards  in  opposition  to 
the  Covington  Stock  Yards,  and  at  which  time  said  Petei-s 
issued  a  notice  in  writing  to  complainants,  that  "  on  and  after 
that  date  they  would  be  required  to  pay  yardage  on  all  stock 
unloaded  at  the  Covington  Stock  Yards  and  taken  to  their 

( (complainants')  yards,"  and  since  then  such  charges  have 
been  uniformily  imposed  on  complainants,  and,  in  two  in- 
r  stances,  the  only  occurring  occasions  of  their  imposition,  on 
•  others. 

7.  The  Kentucky  Central  Railroad  Company  has  always 
been' willing  to  receive  and  ship  stock  for  Keith  &  Wilson,  at 
the  general  freight  depot  at  Covington   free  of    terminal 

V  charges,  which  could  only  be  done  with  such  inconvenience 


-^ 
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to  both,  that  the  freight  depot  has  been  used  for  receiying 
live  stock  only  in  exceptional  cases. 

Since  said  stipulation  was  litigated  in  the  XJ.  S.  Circuit 
Court  for  Kentucky,  stock  billed  in  the  name  of  the  Ken- 
tucky Central  road  is  delivered  to  and  received  from  Keith  & 
Wilson  at  their  own  platform  and  yards,  but  not  by  or 
through  the  agent  Peters.  Stock  billed  in  the  name  of  the 
other  defendant  railroad  companies  is  delivered  and  received 
only  at  the  Covington  Stock  Yards. 

The  Kentucky  Central  Railroad  Company  protest^  it  has 
the  legal  right  to  resume  delivery  of  all  live  stock  at  the  Cov- 
ington Stock  Yards  arriving  at  Covington,  and  that  it  may  do 
so  at  any  time  unless  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  adverse  to  the  existence  of  such  right. 

All  live  stock  transported  by  the  Louisville  and  Nashville 
Railroad  Company  to  Covington,  however  consigned,  is  con- 
tracted to  be  delivered  at  the  Covington  Stock  Yards. 

Since  April  5th,  1886,  the  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati  and  Si. 
Louis  Railroad  Company,  defendant,  refuses  to  receive  stook 
from  complainants  for  transportation  over  its  road  except 
through  the  Covington  Stock  Yards. 

8.  The  questions  litigated  in  the  United  States  Circuit 
Coui-t,  and  now  pending  on  appeal  in  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court,  involved  the  right  of  the  Covington  Stock  Yards 
Company  to  charge  Keith  &  Wilson,  or  their  customers,  at 
all  for  merely  transmitting  live  stock  to  and  from  the  public 
highway ;  whether  the  contract  was  valid  to  give  the  Coving- 
ton Stock  Yards  Company  the  exclusive  right  to  keep  live 
stock  chutes  and  yards  on  right  of  way  of  the  railroad,  and 
whether  the  railroad  company  could  establish  any  other 
live  stock  depot  at  Covington.  But  the  said  railroad  company 
had  not  proposed  to  establish  any  other  at  Covington. 

The  defendants  answering  separately,  each  for  itself,  de- 
nies that  it  has,  by  itself  or  through  its  connections,  refused 
to  complainants  any  reasonable  or  proper  facilities,  or  sub- 
jected them  to  any  terminal,  discriminating  or  unreasonable 
charges  as  alleged  by  them. 

In  justification  of  this  denial  it  is  urged — ^that  the  defend- 
ants performed  their  whole  duty  to  the  public  as  oaniers  of 
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live  stock,  by  receiving  and  delivering  the  same,  as  they  were 
accustomed  to  do  and  had  done,  on  the  platform  at  the  chutes 
of  the  Covington  Stock  Yards ;  that  the  discriminating  and 
terminal  charges  complained  of,  were  imposed  by  the  Cov- 
ington Stock  Yards  Company  for  its  own  use — that,  while  it 
was  more  convenient  for  defendants,  the  public  was  reasona- 
bly well  and  better  served  than  it  otherwise  could  or  would 
bo  but  for  the  arrangement  by  which  defendants  made  the 
Covington  Stock  Yards  their  exclusive  depot  for  receiving 
and  delivering  live  stock. 

In  this  view,  so  ably  and  plausibly  presented  as  it  has  been, 
we  are  unable  to  concur.  The  Covington  Stock  Yards,  less 
complete  than  they  are  present,  were  established  and  under 
different  ownership,  were  in  operation  many  years  previous 
to  the  stipulation  or  arrangement  for  their  use  by  defendants, 
or  any  of  them.  This  arrangement  was,  no  doubt,  made  with 
the  well-meant  purpose  at  the  time  of  securing  better  termi- 
nal and  improved  stock  yard  facilities.  It  may,  at  the  time, 
have  stimulated  the  improvement  and  betterment  of  the  yards, 
and  in  that  way  was  beneficial,  in  some  measure,  to  the  gen- 
eral public.  But  that  such  considerations  justify  the  defend- 
ants, or  any  of  them,  in  making  the  yards  of  the  Covington 
Company  their  exclusive  live  stock  depot,  thus  enabling  the 
Covington  Company  to  exact  payment  of  those  who  are  not 
its  customers  for  the  privilege  of  passing  stock  to  and  from 
the  cars  of  defendants,  we  do  not  believe.  The  justification 
of  such  exaction  is  contradicti^d  by  the  fact  that,  near  to  and 
on  the  same  live  stock  switch  with  the  Covington  Stock  Yards, 
are  the  yards  of  the  complainants  where  the  public  may  be 
suitably  well  served  at  considerably  lower  rates  than  the  rates 
of  the  Covington  Company.  The  complainants,  as  proprie- 
tors of  stock  vards  and  in  their  desire  and  effort  to  serve  the 
public  in  that  capacity,  have  the  right  to  be  the  rivals  of  the 
Covington  Stock  Yards  Company,  and  such  of  the  public  as 
desire  to  patronize  the  complainants,  have  both  the  right  to 
do  so  and  to  have  their  stock  shipped  on  equal  terms  and  for 
like  charges  as  those  who  patronize  the  Covington  Yards. 

As  common  carriers  of  live  stock,  it  is  the  legal  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  provide  reasonable  and  proper  facilities  for  re- 
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ceiving  on  board  and  discharging  from  their  cars,  all  live  stock 
oflfered  for  shipment  or  brought  over  their  respective  roads, 
and  their  connections  to  or  from  the  city  of  Covington,  Ky., 
free  of  charges  other  than  the  usual  transportation  charges. 
Itas  not  believed  that  this  legal  duty  and  obligation  of  de- 
fendants is  fully  discharged  by  receiving  on,  and  discharging 
from  their  cars  live  stock  at  a  depot,  access  to  which  must  be 
purchased.  And  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  ship  and 
receive  live  stock  over  defendants'  roads  and  on  defendants' 
cars,  to  and  fiom  Covington,  free  from  any  other  than  the 
customary  transportation  charges. 

The  general  freight  depot,  used  as  a  live  stock  depot  in  ex- 
ceptional cases,  is  admitted  to  be  unsuited  for  such  use ;  the 
exaction  and  demands  for  passing  through  their  yards  made 
by  the  Covington  Company  of  the  complainants  and  those 
who  patronize  complainants'  yards,  prevent  complainants  and 
their  customers  from  shipping  or  receiving  live  stock  on 
equally  favorable  terms  with  the  customers  of  the  Covington 
Company.  Until  the  defendants  provide  some  other  suitable 
and  convenient  place  at  Covington,  where  the  complainants 
may  ship  and  receive  live  stock  free  from  other  than  the  cus- 
tomary transportation  charges,  the  defendants  should  be  and 
will  be  required  to  receive  from  and  deliver'  such  live  stock 
to  complainants  at  their  own  yards. 

This  conclusion  of  the  Commission  is  in  accordance  with 
the  judgment  and  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Unitetd 
States  for  the  district  of  Kentucky,  in  the  case  of  Geo.  T. 
Bliss  and  Isaac  F.  Gates,  complainants,  against  the  Ken- 
tucky Central  Eailroad  Company,  which  involved  the  ques- 
tion of  the  rigft  of  the*  Co\dngton  Stock  Yards  Company  to 
charge  Keith  &  Wilson,  complainants,  for  passing  stock 
tlirou^h  the  Covington  Stock  Yards  and  which  right  is  in- 
volved in  tliat  case  now  pending  on  appeal  in  the  U.  S.  Su- 
preme Court. 

It  is  submitted  by  the  defendant,  the  Kentucky  Central 
Raihoad  Company,  in  view  of  the  pendency  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  of  the  suit  on  appeal,  involving 
the  validity  of  the  contract  and  the  right  of  the  Covington 
Stock  Yards  Company  to  charge  Keith  &  Wilson  for  passing 
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through  the  yards  of  said  company  and  the  chutes  leading 
therefrom  to  the  platform  and  cars  of  the  defendants,  that  no 
further  action  be  taken,  in  the  matter  under  consideration, 
until  the  determination  of  said  suit.  We  do  not  concur  in 
this  view. 

If  the  stipulation  or  contract  between  the  defendants  or 
any  of  them  and  the  Covington  Stock  Yards  Company  should 
be  held  valid  so  as  to  give  the  Covington  Stock  Yards  Com- 
j)any  a  right  of  action  against  the  railroad  company  for  the 
breach  thereof,  or  if  it  should  be  adjudged  that  the  Covington 
Stock  Yards  Company  could,  by  reason  of  rights  acquired  by 
i5aid  contract  exact  payment  of  complainants  for  passing  their 
stock  through  the  yards  of  the  Covington  Company,  this 
would  not  necessarily  determine  the  question  which  is  in  con- 
troversy here,  namely,  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  subject 
the  complainants  to  such  lottage  charges  by  making  the  Cov- 
ington Stock  Yards  the  exclusive  depot  for  delivering  or  re- 
cei\'ing  live  stock  shipped  to  or  from  Covington.  On  the 
other  hand,  should  it  be  held  in  the  pending  suit  that,  under 
said  stipulation  the  Stock  Y'ards  Company  had  no  right  to 
demand  payment  of  complainants  for  so  passing  stock 
through  their  yards,  the  order,  in  this  case,  which  would  be 
to  the  same  effect,  would  be  no  longer  important.  It  is  not, 
therefore,  perceived  how  a  determination  by  us  of  the  ques- 
tion in  controversy  here  between  complainants  and  defend- 
ants can  lead  to  embarrassment,  or  injuriously  affect  any 
rights,  which,  in  the  Federal  courts,  may  eventually  be  found 
to  exist. 

Yet,  that  no  possible  injury  may  result  to  the  parties,  and 
that  the  orders  of  the  Commission  may  conf|rm  to  the  final 
determination  in  said  suit,  leave  should  ani  will  be  given 
to  either  of  the  parties  to  this  proceeding,  to  apply  for  a  mod- 
ification of  this  order  at  any  time  after  such  final  determina- 
tion. 
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DAVID  F.  ALLEN  AND  ANOTHER  v.  THE  LOUIS- 
VILLE, NEW  ALBANY  AND  CHICAGO  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 

Heard  September  90,  1887.— Decided  October  81,  ISK. 


A  violation  of  the  *'  long  and  short  haul  clause'*  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  is  not  made  out  by  showing  that  a  carrier,  when  called  upon 
by  a  consignor  for  through  rates,  names  such  as  are  greater  for  the 
shorter  distance  and  receives  the  amount  for  Itself  and  its  connectiona, 
when  it  appears  that  on  its  own  line  the  charges  are  the  greater  for  the 
longer  distance,  and  the  through  charges  by  the  shorter  line  are  only 
made  greater  by  the  fact  that  the  connecting  road  which  has  the  shorter 
line  makes  higher  rates  than  the  connecting  road  which  has  the  longer 
line. 

Defendant  has  a  line  of  road  from  Now  Albany  to  Michigan  City,  on  which 
it  receives  grain  for  the  New  York  market  and  delivers  It  to  direct  eaet- 
em  lines,  which  receive  it  at  the  rates  prevailing  at  the  points  where  it 
is  taken  up,  and  pro  rate  with  defendant  on  a  mileage  basis.  The  p]|^ 
vailing  rates  at  Indianapolis,  which  is  one  of  these  points,  was  twen^- 
three  cents  per  hundred  pounds ;  when  at  Frankfort,  which  is  anotlier, 
it  was  twenty-five  cents.  Defendant  received  grain  at  Indianapolis  and 
delivered  it  to  the  Michigan  Central  at  Michigan  City,  and  it  also  re- 
ceived grain  at  Frankfort  and  delivered  it  to  the  New  York,  Chicago, 
and  St.  Louis,  at  South  Wanatah.  The  distance  from  Indianapolis  to 
New  York,  by  way  of  Michigan  City,  is  greater  than  from  Frankfort  to 
New  York,  by  way  of  South  Wanatah.  A  dealer  at  Frankfort  delivered 
grain  to  defendant  to  be  carried  to  New  York,  and  was  charged  twenty- 
five  cents  a  hundred  for  the  transportation  by  way  of  the  connecting 
road  at  South  Wanatah,  while  at  the  same  time  defendant  was  giving 
to  shippers  the  twenty-three  cent  rate  by  the  other  route  at  Indianapolis. 
But  it  appeared  that  defendant  had  nothing  to  do  with  making  the  rates 
beyond  its  own  line  except  as  It  agreed  to  accept  its  proportion  on  a 
mileage  basis,  and  that  its  own  compensation  for  taking  grain  from 
Indianapolis  to  Michigan  City,  and  also  from  Indianapolis  to  South 
Wanatah,  was  greater  than  the  compensation  received  for  taking  like 
freight  from  Frankfort  to  South  Wanatah.  These  facts  show  no  viola- 
tion by  defendant  of  the  long  and  short  haul  clause  of  the  fourth  seO-' 
tion  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

Where  the  purpose  of  a  complaint  is  to  compel  a  reduction  of  through  rates 
from  a  w(»stem  point  over  several  roads  to  a  seaboard  city,  all  the 
roads  <*onstitutinjj  the  line  should  be  parties;  it  is  not  enough  to  make 
th<i  road  whi(!h  first  receives  the  freight  a  party,  oven  though  it  also 
receives  the  compensation  for  all,  where  it  is  shown  that  it  has  no  con- 
trol of  the  rate  beyond  its  own  line,  because  an  order  directed  only  to 
that  road  would  be  ineffectual  to  accomplish  the  desired  end. 
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Complaint  heard  at  the  Board  of  Trade  rooms  in  Chicago 
on  depositions  and  oral  evidence. 

The  complaint  states  that  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1387, 
the  complainants  delivered  to  the  defendant  one  car-load  of 
bran  for  transpoiiation  from  the  city  of  Frankfort,  in  the 
State  of  Indiana,  to  the  city  of  New  York,  for  which  service 
the  defendant  demanded  compensation  at  the  rate  of  twenty- 
five  cents  per  hundred  j^ounds  ;  that  the  city  of  Frankfort 
and  tlio  city  of  Indianopolis  are  both  upon  the  line  of  defend- 
ant's road,  that  Frankfort  is  forty- seven  miles  nearer  New 
York  than  is  Indianapolis,  and  that  all  freight  from  Indiana- 
polis to  NewY^ork  over  defendant's  road  must  necessarily  pass 
through  Frankfort ;  tluit  at  the  date  of  said  shipment  defend- 
ant's tariff  on  property  of  the  sixth  class — which  included 
bran — from  Indianapolis  to  New  Y'ork  was  twenty-three 
cents  i)or  hundred  pounds  ;  and  that,  therefore,  by  reason  of 
such  greater  charge  from  Frankfort  to  New  York,  the  shorter 
distance,  than  from  Indianapolis  to  New  York,  the  longer 
distance,  defendant  violated  section  four  of  the  "Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce.'" 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  admits  that  on  the  day  named 
its  tariffs  from  Indianapolis  and  Frankfort  to  New  York  were 
respectively,  twenty-three  and  twenty -five  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  that  Frankfort  is  forty-seven  miles  nearer  New 
York  by  its  line  of  road  than  is  Indianapolis,  but  denies  that 
it  has  violated  section  four  of  the  "Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce." The  answer  shows  the  comparative  distances  from 
Indianapolis,  Michigan  City,  and  intermediate  points,  to 
New  York,  via  defendant's  line  and  connections,  as  well  as 
by  the  shortest  line  via  other  routes  from  the  said  several 
points  to  New  York,  from  wliich  it  appears  that  the  distance 
from  Indianapolis  to  New  York  by  the  shortest  line  is  825 
miles,  and  from  'Frankfort  is  846  miles.  It  further  states 
that  for  a  long  period  transportation  charges  in  that  section 
have  been,  from  necessity,  based  upon  relative  mileage  dis- 
tances to  and  from  the  points  of  shipment,  via  the  shortest 
line,  and  the  longer  lines  have  carried  at  the  same  rate  in 
the  aggregate  as  the  shorter  ones ;  that  between  Chicago 
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and  the  Atlantic  seaboard  rates  have  been  based  upon  the 
distances  between  those  points,  Chicago  being  the  unit,  and 
that  the  rates  from  Indianapolis  to  New  York  and  other  sea- 
board points  have  been  and  are  fixed  by  the  short  lines  at 
ninety-three  per  cent,  of  the  Chicago  rate ;  that  defendant's 
road  running  in  a  northwesterly  direction  towards  Chicago 
and  Michigan  City  crosses  several  east  and  west  roads,  and 
that  in  consequence  of  the  distances,  via  the  crossing  lines 
at  the  junction  points  to  New  York  and  points  east  thereof, 
being  shorter  than  by  defendant's  road,  yet  further  from 
Indianapolis,  each  of  said  junction  points  has  the  higher 
rate  to  and  from  New  York  points  and  east  thereof  than  In- 
dianapolis ;  that  the  rates  on  sixth  class  articles  from  the 
junction  points  to  and  from  New  York  and  points  east  thereof 
are  :  Indianapolis,  93  per  cent,  of  the  Chicago  rate  or  twenty- 
three  cents  per  hundred  pounds ;  Westfield,  96  per  cent.,  or 
twenty-four  cents  per  hundred  pounds  ;  and  the  other  junc- 
tion points,  including  Frankfort,  100  per  cent.,  or  twenty-five 
cents  per  hundred  pounds.  Tliat  unless  defendant  accepts 
these  rates  it  cannot  secure  any  of  the  traffic  to  or  from 
Indianapolis;  that  in  the  past  it  has  charged  such  rates,  and 
if  it  cannot  continue  the  practice  it  must  lose  its  Indiana- 
polis business,  as  defendant  has  no  power  to  reduce  rates  in 
the  territory  north  of  Indianapolis  below  the  established 
rates,  because  its  connections  will  not  receive  freight  except 
at  the  established  rate  in  effect  at  the  point  where  the  same 
originates.  The  answer  further  states  that  Indianapolis 
is  not  only  nearer  the  Atlantic  seaboard  by  direct  route 
than  is  Frankfoi-t,  but  that  there  are  running  from  Indiana- 
polis the  following  lines  of  railway,  to- wit :  Cincinnati,  In- 
dianapolis, St.  Louis  andChicago;  Cincinnati,  Hamilton  and 
Chica<:;o  ;  the  Pennsylvania  Company's  lines  ;  Lake  Erie  and 
Western  ;  Clevehind,  Columbus,  Cincinnati  &  Indianapolis ; 
the  Louisville,  New  Albany  and  Chicago  Railway,  all  compet-  » 
ing  ior  Atlantic  seaboard  business,  and  if  defendant  cannot 
compete  witli  these  lines,  or  is  compelled  to  charge  the  same 
rate  from  Indianapolis  which  it  charges  from  Frankfort,  it 
cannot  lio})e  to  do  Indianapolis  business.  The  answer  also 
states  that  the  shipment  in  question  is  the  only  car  that  the 
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complainants  have  shipped  by  defendant's  line  to  Buffalo,  or 
points  east  thereof,  and  that  this  was  merely  for  the  purposes 
of  this  action. 

Suit  <&  Cmnbs  filed  a  brief  for  complainants,  and  J.  C.  SrnU 
argued  the  case  orally. 

Ilaynes  cfe  Easley  and  George  W,  Friedhj,  for  defendant,  to 
the  point  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  ship- 
ment from  Indianapolis  and  from  Frankfort  are  different, 
referred  to  and  commented  upon  Matter  of  Louisville  ib 
JVub-hville  li,  Co,  Petition,  1  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  611,  612;  Coin- 
plaint  of  IL  e/.  Iiichardso)i  cJ&  Co.,  1  N.  Y.  R.  R.  Commissioners 
Rep.  101,  105  ;  Hand  Litmher  Co,  v.  Chicago,  etc,  R,  Co,,  Iowa 
R.  R.  Com.,  Rep.  550,  553  ;  Ex  parte  Koehler,  23  Fed.  Rep. 
529;  same  case,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cases,  52;  Green- 
hood  on  Public  Policy,  639,  640  ;  Hadley  on  Railroad  Trans- 
portation, 116,  117 ;  Report  of  Simon  Sterne,  N.  Y.  Senate 
Misc.  Doc.  63,  pp.  18  &  19  ;  Illinois  Cent,  R,  R,  Co,  v.  People, 
10  West.  Rep.  588.  That  the  lines  of  transportation  are  dif- 
ferent lines  ;  East  cfe  West  Ry,  v.  Great  Western  Ry,,  1  Ry. 
<fe  Canal  Traffic  Cases,  344 ;  M,  S,  dk  L,  Ry,  Co,  v.  Deiiely 
Coal  Company,  14  Law  Rep.  223 ;  Finney  v.  Glascow  Ry,  Co.^ 
2  Macy.  183 ;  Marry  v.  Glascow,  etc,  Ry,  Co,,  11  Ct.  Ses.  Cas. 
4,  Sec.  205 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Worcester,  etc,  R.  Co.,  124 
Mass.  561. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

CoOLEY,  Chairman: 

The  complaint  in  this  case  is  that  the  defendant  violates 
the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  by  charg- 
ing more  for  the  transportation  of  a  like  kind  of  property 
for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in 
the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer 
distance. 

The  facts  as  we  find  them  to  be  on  the  evidence  are  the 
following  :  The  defendant  has  a  line  of  railroad  extending 
in  a  direction  west  of  north  from  New  Albany  to  Chicago, 
with  a  branch  line  from  Monon  to  Michigan  City.     The  line 
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is  crossed  at  many  points  by  roads  wliicli  form  lines  to  New 
York  and  other  Atlantic  seaboard  cities.  Among  the  points 
where  there  are  such  crossings  are  Indianapolis,  Frankfort 
and  South  Wanatah,  in  the  State  of  Indiana.  The  branch 
from  Monon  intersects  the  Michigan  Central  Railroad  at 
Michigan  City.  Defendant's  road  is  through  a  grain  gi'owing 
region,  from  which  wheat  and  products  of  wheat  are  taken 
to  the  seaboard.  The  direct  roads  from  the  points  on  de- 
fendant's line  to  the  Atlantic  cities  determine  the  rates  that 
shall  be  charged  for  the  transportation,  and  other  roads  that 
participate  with  them  in  the  business  accept  the  rates  so 
tixod,  apportioning  it  on  some  agreed  basis. 

The  complainants  are  dealers  in  grain  and  grain  products 
at  Frankfort,  and  buy  for  the  eastern  market.  The  current 
rate  from  Frankfort  to  New  York  is  twenty-five  cents  a  hun- 
dred pounds.  From  Indianapolis  to  New  York,  the  distance 
by  direct  lines  being  somewhat  less,  the  rate  is  only  twenty- 
three  cents  a  hundred  poilnds.  The  management  of  the 
defendant  is  desirous  of  participating  in  the  grain  carrying 
trade,  but  to  have  any  part  in  the  east-bound  traffic  it  must 
caiTy  at  such  rates  that  the  whole  charge  to  the  seaboard 
over  all  the  roads  forming  a  line  of  transportation  shall  be 
the  current  rate  at  the  point  at  which  the  traffic  is  received. 
The  roads  crossing  the  defendant's  road  are  willing  to  re- 
ceive the  traffic  from  it  and  divide  the  compensation  by 
pro  rating  on  a  mileage  basis.  Defendant  has  an  arrange- 
ment with  the  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Company  whereby 
it  receives  grain  at  Indianapolis  at  the  twenty-three  cent 
rate  and  delivers  it  to  the  Michigan  Central  at  Michigan 
City,  pro  rating  the  compensation,  and  another  with  the 
New  York,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Railroad  Company  whereby 
it  receives  grain  at  Frankfort  at  the  twenty-five  cent  rate 
and  delivers  it  to  the  last-named  road  at  South  Wanatah, 
})ro  rating  the  compensation.  The  result  is  that  the  rate 
given  by  defendant  to  shippers  at  Indianapolis  by  the  Mich- 
igan Central  line  is  less  than  the  rate  given  at  Frankfort  by 
the  other  line,  though  the  distance  by  the  former  line  is 
greater. 

This  proceeding  is  instituted  to  compel  reduction  in  the 
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rate  at  Frankfort  to  the  level  of  the  Indianapolis  rate.  The 
complainants  do  not  usually  send  grain  by  defendant's  road, 
but  they  sent  a  consignment  of  grain  product  by  it  and  paid 
the  twenty-five  cent  rate  under  protest,  with  a  view  to  this 
proceeding.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  direct  line  from  Frank- 
fort to  New  York  violates  the  law  by  charging  the  twenty-five 
cent  rate,  but  it  is  supposed  that  if  defendant  is  compelled 
to  reduce  its  rate  by  the  order  of  the  Commission,  the  direct 
line  v/ill  have  no  alternative  and  must  make  the  like  reduc- 
tion. In  fact  since  this  proceeding  was  begun  a  reduction  to 
twenty-four  cents  has  been  made. 

The  distance  from  Indianapolis  to  New  York  by  the 
shortest  railroad  line  is  eight  hundred  and  twenty-five  miles. 
From  Frankfort  the  shortest  raih'oad  route  is  eight  hundred 
and  forty-six  miles.  From  Indianapolis  to  Michigan  City  is 
one  hundred  and  fifty-four  miles,  and  from  Indianapolis  to 
New  York,  by  way  of  Michigan  City  and  the  Michigan 
Central  Railroad,  is  one  thousand  and  fifty-five  miles.  From 
Frankfort  to  South  Wanatah  is  eighty -four  miles,  and  from 
Frankfort  to  New  York,  by  way  of  South  Wanatah  and  the 
New  York,  Chicago  and  St.  Louis  Raihoad,  is  one  thousand 
and  eight  miles.  These  figures  give  a  basis  for  such  calcu- 
lations as  are  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  legal 
propositions. 

On  the  hearing  the  general  question  was  discussed,  whether 
the  transportation  of  grain  to  the  seaboard,  through  the 
agency  of  the  defendant,  is  under  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions so  different  at  Frankfort  from  what  they  are  at  Indiana- 
polis as  to  justify  the  greater  charge  on  the  shorter  haul. 
For  the  defendant  it  was  contended  that  they  were  ;  Indiana- 
polis being  not  only  a  point  of  greater  railroad  concentration 
and  competition,  but  also  nearer  New  York  by  the  direct 
lines  and  therefore  justly  entitled  to  the  lower  rates ;  while  for 
the  complainants  it  was  insisted  that  business  over  the  lino 
of  tli(^  defendant  is  alone  in  question,  and  by  that  line  Frank- 
fort being  nearer  the  points  of  freight  destination  is  entitled 
by  the  law  to  rates  not  higher  than  those  accepted  by  the 
defendant  at  Indianapolis. 

On  the  facts  found,  however,  it  is  very  evident  that  the 
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{general  question  the  complainants  have  desired  to  present 
(h:)es  not  arise.  The  defendant  transports  grain  from  Indi- 
anapolis to  Michigan  City,  but  no  further,  and  receives  for 
the  transportation  a  proportion  of  twenty-three  cents  per 
liundred  pounds  measured  by  the  distance  it  carries  it,  154 
miles,  as  compared  with  the  whole  distance,  1,055  miles.  It 
also  transports  grain  from  Frankfort  to  South  Wanatah,  and 
receives  for  the  transportation  a  proportion  of  twenty-five 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  measured  by  the  distance  it  car- 
ries it,  84  miles,  as  compared  to  the  whole  distance,  1,008 
miles.  An  aritbmatical  calculation  will  readilv  show  that 
while  defendant  receives  somewhat  more  per  mile  upon  the 
grain  taken  up  at  Frankfort,  it  receives  more  in  the  aggre- 
gate for  that  which  it  carries  from  Indianapolis  to  Michi- 
gan City  than  for  that  it  carries  from  Frankfort  to  South 
Wanatah,  and  therefore  does  not  violate  the  statute  which 
proliibits  receiving  more  for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer 
haul.  If  the  calculation  were  made  on  the  Indianapolis  ship- 
ment for  the  distance  between  that  place  and  South  Wanatah 
only,  the  fact  would  still  be  that  more  is  received  upon  that 
than  upon  a  like  consignment  from  Frankfort ;  the  distance 
being  forty-eight  miles  greater.  Since,  therefore,  the  dis- 
tance between  Frankfort  and  South  Wanatah  is  all  that  is  in- 
cluded in  the  longer  line,  it  is  plain  that  on  no  calculation 
is  it  made  to  appear  that  the  defendant  receives  more  for  the 
transportation  of  a  like  kind  of  property  over  the  same  line 
in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included  within  the 
longer  distance;  and  this  without  regard  to  the  question 
raised  on  the  argument,  whether  the  line  from  Indianapolis 
by  ^vay  of  Michigan  City  to  New  York  on  which  the  twenty- 
three  cent  rate  is  charged  is  or  is  not  in  a  legal  sense  the 
same  line  as  that  from  Frankfort  by  way  of  South  Wanatah 
to  New  York,  on  which  the  twenty-five  cent  rate  is  charged. 
We  say  nothing  upon  that  question,  because  the  case  does 
not  call  for  its  consideration,  and  also  because  only  one  of  the 
several  parties  interested  in  the  question  has  been  brought 
in  as  defendant  and  given  the  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 

But  it  is  argued  for  the  complainants  that  defendant  unites 
with  the  other  carriers  in  making  the  through  rate,  and  is 
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therefore  responsible  for  the  whole  as  much  as  if  the  whole 
was  for  a  transportation  over  its  own  line.    On  this  point  we 
are  necessarily  governed  by  the  evidenc*e,  and  the  evidence 
is  distinct  and  positive  that  while  the  defendant  names  the 
through  rate  to  shippers  when  it  is  called  for,  the  rate  from 
intersecting  points  is  not  controlled  by  defendant,  but  is  fixed 
by  the   crossing   roads.     The  Michigan  Central  Railroad,  it 
appears,  will   accept  Indianapolis   grain   from  deiendant  at 
Michigan  City  and  pro  rate  the  twenty-three  cent  charge,  on 
a  mileage  basis,  and  the  New  York,  Chicago  and  St.  Louis 
Railroad  will  accept  Frankfort  grain  from  defendant  at  South 
Wanatah  and  pro  rate  a  twenty»-five  cent  charge  on  a  mileage 
basis.    If  defendant  consents  to  receive  the  proportions  from 
the  two  roads,  respectively,  it  can  name  a  through  rate  to 
shippers  when  tliey  ask  for  it,  but  in  doing  so  it  does  not 
make  the  through  rate  any  more  than  it  would  if  it  named 
its  own  proportion  and  that  of  the  other  roads  in  figures 
separately,  and  then  received,  as  it  now  does,  the  whole  ;  for 
in  receiving  what  goes  to  the  other  road,  it  receives  it  as 
agent  moroly.     The  charge  from  Frankfort  to  New  York  by. 
the  defendant's  line  is  greater  than  the  charge  from  Indiana- 
polis, not  because  the  defendant  exacts  more  for  its  own  ser- 
vice— for  the  contrary  is  the  fact — but  because  the  Michigan 
Central  Railroad  carries  from  Michigan  City  at  a  lower  com- 
pensation than  the  New  York,  Chicago  and  St.  Louis  Rail- 
road charges  for  the  transportation  from  South  Wanatah. 

There  are  cases  in  which  a  carrier  may  be  bound  for  some 
purposes  by  the  rates  established  over  connecting  lines,  even 
though  it  has  not  directly  united  with  such  connecting  lines 
in  making  them.  Such  a  case  was  before  the  Commission  in 
Tlie  Vennont  State  Grange  v.  Tlie  Boston  and  Lowell  Railroad 
Co,  et  al.,  in  which  one  of  the  defendants  shared  long  haul 
rates  which  were  lower  than  the  short  haul  rates  which  it 
charged  on  its  own  road  constituting  a  part  of  the  long  haul 
line.  The  legality  of  the  short  haul  rates  was  all  that  was  in 
controversy  in  that  case  ;  and  the  Commission  held  that  the 
carrier  exclusively  responsible  for  them  was  not  entitled 
when  fixing  them  to  make  them  greater  than  the  long  haul 
rates  in  which  it  participated  with  others,  unless  a  case  was 
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made  out  of  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions.  Par- 
ticipating in  the  long  haul  rates,  it  was  held,  made  them 
under  the  statute  a  maximum  limit  for  short  haul  rates  to  be 
imposed  on  its  own  line,  and  made  the  short  haul  rates  il- 
legal when  the  limit  was  exceeded.  But  in  that  ceC&e  there 
was  no  question  of  responsibility  for  the  rates  which  were 
found  to  be  illegal,  nor  coidd  there  have  been,  for  they  were 
made  at  pleasure  by  the  local  road.  In  this  case  the  rates 
which  defendant  makes  exclusively  are  not  complained  of ; 
and  as  no  one  can  be  convicted  of  illegality  in  respect  to 
action  of  others  which  he  could  not  control,  it  obviously  be- 
comes necessary,  before  defendant  can  be  charged  in  this 
proceedings,  to  show  that  at  least  it  had  the  power  to  make 
the  through  rates  different.  But  all  the  showing  made  is  to 
the  contrary. 

The  conclusion  is  that  a  violation  of  law  by  the  defendant 
in  the  particular  charged  is  not  made  out. 

A  further  difficulty  with  complainants'  case  is  that  its  pur- 
pose is  to  compel  a  change  of  the  through  rate  from  Frank- 
foi-t  to  New  York.  But  when  it  is  shown  that  defendant, 
instead  of  controlling  the  whole  line  to  the  seaboard  on 
whicli  freiglit  is  transported  from  Frankfort,  controls  only 
the  small  fragment  thereof  from  Frankfort  to  South  Wana- 
tah,  it  then  becomes  impossible,  on  any  view  that  may  be 
taken  of  the  law  of  the  case,  to  give,  in  a  proceeding  to 
which  the  defendant  is  alone  made  a  party,  the  relief  which 
the  complainants  seek.  An  order  requiring  defendant  to 
cease*  charging  more  on  Frankfort  than  on  Indianapolis  ship- 
ments to  the  seaboard  would  be  quite  futile.  It  coidd  not 
be  enforced  against  any  carriers  which  are  not  parties  to  the 
proceeding,  and  the  defendant  would  not  violate  it  if,  when 
called  upon  to  give  the  rates,  it  gave  those  on  its  own  line 
only.  If  in  giving  its  own  rates  it  did  not  antagonize  the 
long  and  short  clause  of  the  statute,  it  would  be  guilty  of  no 
violation  of  law  under  the  fourth  section,  which  is  the  section 
on  which  this  complaint  proceeds. 

When  complainants  desire  to  test  the  justice  or  legality  of 
the  through  rates  from  Frankfort  to  New  York,  the  necessity 
of  bringing  in  the  parties  who  make  the  rates,  not  for  forty* 
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six  miles  merely  but  for  the  whole  distance,  is  obvious.  They 
must  be  brought  in,  first,  because  they  have  a  right  to  be 
heard,  and,  second,  because  an  order  made  and  purporting 
to  control  their  action  when  they  were  not  parties  would  be 
improper  on  its  face  and  in  a  legal  sense  ineffectual.  If  such 
an  order  could  have  any  effect  as  against  the  initial  road,  it 
would  only  be  to  prevent  its  agents  naming  to  shippers  when 
they  called  for  it  an  aggregate  through  rate  ;  it  would  not 
prevent  its  making  the  same  rate  as  now  to  South  Wanatah, 
nor  preclude  the  connecting  road  from  making  rates  inde- 
pendently from  South  Wanatah  eastward. 

On  this  finding  an  order  will  be  entered  that  the  com- 
plaint is  not  sustained. 

NOTE. 

According  to  the  evidence  the  compensation  of  de- 
fendant for  transporting  one  ton  of  grain  from 
Indianapolis  to  Michigan  City  in  connection  with 

the  Michigan  Central  is 67.0 

Proportion  to  South  Wanatah 53.6 

Compensation  per  ton  from  Frankfort  to  South  AVan- 
atah  in  connection  with  the  New  York,  Chicago 
and  St.  Louis 41.6 


W.    U.    SMITH  V.   NORTHERN   PACIFIC  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 

Tried  at  MiaiioapoUa  Sept.  14— Decided  Oct.  81,  1887. 

The  sale  of  "  Land  Explorer's  Tickets  "  and  "  Settler's  Tickets  "  at  less  than 
the  regular  rates  charged  to  passengers  at  the  usual  ticket  offices,  as 
practiced  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  is  unjust  discrim- 
nation. 

Discrimination  in  rates  charged  passengers  who  enjoy  the  same  accommo- 
dations is  not  justified  by  proof  that  the  carrier's  present  or  future  bus- 
iness will  be  thereby  stimulated,  or  that  the  settlement  of  the  country 
will  bo  promoted,  or  that  those  receiving  the  more  favorable  rates  are 
persons  of  small  means  who  are  about  to  locate  permanently  in  the 
Northwest. 

The  rule  under  which  passenger  transpoitation  should  be  conducted  requires 


SMITH   V.   NORTHERN   PACIFIC   R.   B.   CO.  209 

absoluto  oqujility  of  payment  from  all  persons  enjoying  the  same  ac- 
(roininodations. 

ThoiM  is  no  ilki^'ality,  however,  in  the  company  selling  tickets  with  an  agroo- 
niciit  altarhorl  that  in  case  the  purchaser  shall  buy  lands  from  thecom- 
I>ar)y,  a  part  of  the  price  of  a  ticket,  or  the  whole  of  it,  shall  be  allowed 
as  paynnnit  of  so  much  upon  th(^  land  purchase. 

Whore  one  makes  complaint  under  the  Act  to  l^ogulate  Commerce,  and  sots 
up  a  p(Msonal  griovanc^e  which  he  falls  to  prove,  the  C'ommlsslon  may 
ncv(Mthch»ss,  if  a  violation  of  law  by  the  defendant  appears,  retain  the 
case  and  take  tlio  necessary  steps  to  bring  such  violation  of  law  to  au 
end. 

A  If  red  S.  Ilnll,  for  compLiinaut. 
James  JlcXaug/tty  for  defendant. 

UEPOUT   AND   OPINION  OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

Walker,  Cominl.^.'iloner : 

Tli(i  c()ni])l:ii!it  alleges  that  the  defendant  is  accustomed  to 
sell  tickt  ts  to  *'  land  explorers  and  settlers  "  at  a  rate  much 
less  than  its  schedule  rate  to  the  general  public  ;  and  that 
the  petit ioTK^r,  not  being  a  land  explorer  or  settler,  applied  for 
a  ticket  at  said  lower  rate,  which  was  refused  him.  The  an- 
swer attempts  to  justify  the  sale  of  such  tickets  at  reduced 
rates  to  persons  desiring  to  explore  and  settle  upon  the  lands 
embraccMl  in  d(*f(»ndant's  governmental  land  grants,  and  de- 
ni<'s  all  knowl(Mlg(^  or  information  of  the  complainant's  alleg- 
vA  npplication  for  a  ticket. 

There  btung  no  proof  before  the  Commission  that  the  com- 
])laiiKint  was  in  fact  refused  an  explorer's  or  settler's  ticket 
on  a])plicMtion  then^for,  or  was  refused  transportation  at  the 
rates  at  which  such  tick(^ts  were  sold,  it  is  obvious  that  no 
personal  grievance  of  the  complainant  is  established.  So  far 
as  his  int(^rests  are  concern (h1,  there  are  no  facts  before  the 
Commission  upon  which  action  can  be  taken. 

Section  15  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  provides,  how- 
ever, that  if,  in  any  case  in  which  an  investigation  shall  bo 
made  by  the  said  Commission,  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to 
W\i)  satisfaction  of  the  Commission,  either  by  testimony  of 
witnesses  or  other  evidence,  that  anything  has  been  done,  or 
omitted  to  be  done,  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  said  act, 
by  any  common  carrier,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commis- 
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sion  to  take  proper  proceedings  to  put  an  end  to  such  viola- 
tion of  law.  The  answer  filed  by  defendant  admitted  and  at- 
tempted to  justify  a  course  of  dealing  which  the  Commission 
regards  as  in  certain  respects  illegal,  and  a  report  thereon  is 
made  a  statutory  duty.  The  defendant  was  heard  by  its  offi- 
cers at  Minneapolis  on  September  14,  and  briefs  have  since 
been  tiled  by  both  parties. 

The  facts  found  are  as  follows :  The  Northern  Pacific  Kail- 
road  Company  owns  and  operates  a  railroad  extending  from 
Ashland,  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  from  St.  Paul,  in  the 
State  of  Minnesota,  westerly  through  the  States  of  "Wisconsin 

and  Minnesota,  and  the  Territories  of  Dakota,  Montana, 
Idaho  and  AVashington,  to  Tacoma,  in  the  latter  Territorj*. 

In  connection  with  its  charter  this  company  received  from 
the  General  Government  extensive  land  grants  in  each  of  the 
.said  States  and  Territories,  and  it  is  continually  engaged  in 
offering  said  lands  to  purchasers  and  in  making  sales  of  the 
same.  It  has  established  various  land  offices,  and  has  a  land 
commissioner  at  St.  Paul  in  charge  of  such  sales.  The  sale 
of  said  lands  is  of  great  importance  to  the  company,  not  only 
on  account  of  the  income  arising  therefrom,  but  also  for  the 
reason  that  the  settlement  and  development  of  the  country 
along  its  line  tends  to  permanently  increase  the  business  of 
the  road,  and  to  insure  its  future  j)r()spcrity. 

The  defendant  company  issues  first  and  second  class  tick- 
ets, including  first-class  round-trip  tickets,  which  are  adver- 
tised upon  its  published  schedules,  and  are  sold  at  its  usual 
ticket  offices  ;  together  with  such  excursion  and  mileage  tick- 
ets as  are  from  time  to  time  announced  and  sold  to  the  public 

generally. 

Besides  these  regular  tickets  it  issues  two  special  classes  of 

tickets,  called  respectivelj^  "Round  Trip  Land   Exploring 

Rebate  Tickets,"  and  "  Settler's  One  AVay  Land  Tickets,"  which 

are  used  to  induce  possible  purchasers  to  go  and  inspect  said 

lands,  and  to  buy  and  settle  upon  the  same.     Purchasers  of 

'  these  tickets  are  carried  upon  the  regular  trains  of  the  com- 

•pany,  and  in  the  same  cars  with  purchasers  of  the  company's 

rregular  issues  of  tickets. 

'  The  above-described  special  tickets  are  not  found  at  the 
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ticket  offices,  but  can  only  be  procured  upon  personal  appli- 
cation to  said  land  commissioner  at  St.  Paul.  They  are  is- 
sued at  his  discretion  and  are  intended  to  be  sold  only  to 
''bona  file  land-seekers,  examining  with  a  view  of  securing 
lands,  and  to  actual  settlers."  The  rates  are  very  low  as  com- 
pared with  the  regular  first  and  second-class  tariffs  ;  for  ex- 
ample :  to  Medora,  in  Dakota  Territory,  the  first-class  fareis 
$23.50,  second  class  $19.35 ;  explorer's  round  trip  ticket  out 
and  back  $26.90,  settler's  ticket  $14.30 ;  to  Jamestown,  first- 
class  round  trip  out  and  back,  $21.10,  explorer's  round  trip 
ticket  $11.00,  etc. 

In  adilition  to  these  greatly  reduced  rates,  the  "  Explorer's 
Ticket"  bears  a  rebate  coupon  to  be  retained  by  the  passen- 
ger, agreeing  that  in  case  he  shall  within  forty  days  purchase 
not  less  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  the  company's 
land,  he  will  be  allowed  one-half  of  the  amount  paid  for  such 
ticket  to  be  applied  upon  his  first  payment  for  the  land ; 
and  the  '*  Settler's  Ticket"  bears  a  like  coupon  entitling  the 
passenger  to  an  allowance  on  his  first  payment  for  lands  pur- 
chased from  the  company,  equal  to  the  whole  amount  paid  by 
him  for  such  ticket.  "  Explorers  Tickets"  are  sold  to  persons 
who  represent  themselves  as  intending  to  go  out  and  inspect 
defendant's  lands,  with  a  view  to  subsequent  purchase  after 
returning  to  St.  Paul,  and  are  not  transferable.  "Settlers* 
Tickets"  are  sold  to  actual  settlers  upon  the  company's  lands 
or  upon  the  public  lands,  no  rebates  being  available,  of 
course,  in  the  latter  case.  To  secure  settlers'  one-way  fares, 
passengers  must  be  accompanied  with  emigrant  effects.  Only 
a  portion  of  the  company's  road  can  be  reached  upon  these 
special  tickets,  namely,  from  Milnor,  in  Minnesota,  305  miles 
from  St.  Paul,  to  Little  Missouri,  in  Dakota,  626  miles  from 
St.  Paul.  Explorers  desiring  to  go  further  west  than  this  are 
accommodated  by  special  excursion  rates  open  to  the  pubKc 
and  regularly  advertised,  made  to  points  west  of  the  Missou- 
ri river  during  the  fall  season  of  the  year. 

No  objection  has  occurred  to  the  Commission  in  respect  to 
the  plan  pursued  by  the  defendant  in  issuing  these  special 
tickets  whereby  an  allowance  is  made,  in  the  one  case  of  one- 
half  and  in  the  other  case  of  the  entire  price  of  the  ticketf 
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to  purchasers  of  the  company's  lands.  The  company  may 
sell  its  lands  at  such  price  as  it  may  see  fit  to  establish  there- 
for, and  may  accept  whatever  it  sees  fit  in  payment ;  and 
when  it  makes  a  discount  from  the  selling  price  of  an  amount 
equal  to  the  whole  or  to  any  part  of  the  fare  paid  by  the  pur- 
chaser in  inspecting  or  emigrating  to  said  lands,  it  does  not 
appear  to  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regu- 
late Commerce. 

But  when  the  defendant  puts  on  sale  in  an  emigration  of- 
fice, special  tickets  at  reduced  rates,  which  are  not  open  to 
the  public  at  large,  but  which  are  used  by  passengers  upoi> 
its  ordinary  trains,  justification  for  which  is  claimed  in  the 
fact  that  they  are  a  valuable  auxiliary  to  the  company's  sales 
of  real  estate,  it  certainly  demands  and  receives  from  its  or- 
dinary passengers  more  for  the  same  service,  than  it  collects 
from  persons  who,  truthfully  or  otherwise,  represent  them- 
selves to  be  prospective  purchasers  of  land  or  settlers.  This 
course  of  dealing  is  in  direct  contravention  of  the  second 
flection  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.  The  fact  that  the 
custom  tends  to  stimulate  the  sales  of  the  company's  land  or 
its  future  business,  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  excuse  for  its 
continuance.  Many  companies  would  very  likely  be  glad  to 
stimulate  their  freight  business  by  off'ering  special  rates  or 
even  free  transportation  to  shippers  or  to  travelling  sales- 
men ;  and  other  companies  which  are  engaged  incidentally 
in  the  sale  of  coal  or  any  other  outside  enterprise,  could 
largely  increase  their  revenues  by  judiciously  employing  the 
facilities  of  transportation  at  their  disposal ;  but  all  these 
methods  are  in  direct  opposition  to  the  spirit  and  letten  of 
the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  and  are  illustrations  of  tho 
evils  which  the  act  was  designed  to  remedy.  In  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers,  carriers  are  performing  a  public  du- 
ty under  franchises  granted  by  the  State,  and  are  subject  to 
the  rules  of  law  which  require  absolute  impartiality  to  all, 
when  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are  substantially  sim- 
ilar. The  fact  that  their  own  interests  may  be  promoted  to 
some  extent  by  swerving  from  this  rule,  cannot  be  regarded 
as  sufficient  to  warrant  a  departure  from  the  obvious  language 
of  the  statute. 
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It  is  further  suggested  that  the  "  settlement  of  the  coun- 
try" should  be  encouraged ;  that  the  interest  of  the  commu- 
nity i«f  r»ronioff>d  bv  the  takinpf  up  and  settlinc:  of  new  lands 
in  the  Far  AVest,  and  the  development  of  the  wonderfid  capa- 
bilities of  the  Territories  across  which  defendant's  line  ex- 
tends. This  consideration,  if  entitled  to  weight,  should  be 
addressed  to  the  legislative  department.  The  law,  as  framed 
by  Congress,  admits  of  no  exception  upon  any  such  ground ; 
and  in  any  event  it  may  fairly  be  questionable  whether  the 
inducements  which  may  properly  be  given  to  purchasers  of 
railroad  lands  by  way  of  discounts  in  settlement  for  the  price 
thereof,  and  by  way  of  excursion  tickets  open  to  the  public 
at  large,  and  appai-ently  regarded  as  adequate  in  respect  to 
defendant's  territory  west  of  the  Missouri  river,  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  bring  their  lands  upon  the  market  as  rapidly  as  the 
interest  of  the  country  fairly  requires. 

It  is  further  urged  b}'  the  defendant  that  the  transportation 
of  that  class  of  the  public  which  it  denominates  as  "set- 
tlers" is  performed  under  different  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions from  those  attending  the  transportation  of  the  residue 
of  the  public.  The  reasons  given  are  found  in  the  facts  that 
settlers  are  usually  persons  of  small  means  who  are  about  to 
locate  permanently  in  the  sparsely  populated  regions  of  the 
northwest ;  and  that  the  settlement  of  that  territory  will  yield 
a  largely  increased  revenue  to  the  defendant  in  the  future,  on 
both  its  freight  and  passenger  traffic,  so  that  it  is  greatly  for 
the  interest  of  the  defendant  to  stimulate  the  movement  of 
settlers  toward  the  territories  contiguous  to  its  line.  This  is 
merely  stating  the  same  proposition  in  another  form.  A  car- 
load of  passengers  leaving  St.  Paul,  some  of  whom  are  tour- 
ists, some  business  men,  some  insurance  agents,  some  set- 
tlers, are  all  in  fact  transported  under  precisely  the  same 
"  circumstances  and  conditions"  until  they  respectively  leavo 
the  car,  whatever  may  be  their  calling,  or  their  intention 
as  to  future  residence.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  rates  in 
qu(»stion  are  forced  upon  the  defendant  by  competition,  or  by 
any  (external  conditions  whatever.  They  are  made  or  refused 
at  defendant's  pleasure.  The  circumstances  and  conditions 
referred  to  by  defendant's  counsel  do  not  pertain  to  the  tranB<- 
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portation  of  the  passengers,  but  are  connected  with  their 
varying  pecuniary  ability  and  their  possible  future  home. 
These  considerations  are  not  proper  to  be  admitted  in  con- 
sidering the  propriety  of  discrimination  between  passengers 
who  are  patrons  of  common  carriers. 

Moreover  "settlers,"  so  called,  are  not  confined  to  the 
great  Northwest,  but  are  found  throughout  the  entire  United 
States  ;  upon  almost  every  passenger  train  a  constant  move- 
ment of  population  is  going  on  between  the  States,  which  if 
once  recognized  as  forming  a  ground  for  a  discrimination  in 
railroad  charges,  would  make  an  opening  extremely  difficult 
to  regulate.  Professional  and  business  men  are  frequently 
"  settlers"  in  fact.  Travellers  coming  through  from  Eastern 
points,  who  have  purchased  tickets  to  their  ultimate  destina- 
tion, may  not  be  informed  of  the  opportunity  to  obtain  a 
special  rate  at  the  St.  Paul  land  office  ;  the  same  train  may, 
and  no  doubt  often  d»es,  contain  "  settlers,"  some  of  whom 
are  charged  much  more  than  others.  And  again  it  is  quite 
possible  for  the  defendant  to  be  imposed  upon  by  persons 
who  claim  to  be  explorers  or  settlers,  when  in  fact  their  ac- 
tual intention  is  very  diflferent.  These  considerations  illus- 
trate the  practical  impossibility  as  well  as  the  inevitable  un- 
fairness of  attempts  to  discriminate  among  passengers  by 
reason  of  any  special  classification  founded  upon  means,  occu- 
pation, or  purpose. 

It  will  be  very  difficult  to  find  any  principle  upon  which 
the  transportation  of  passengers  in  our  country  can  be  im- 
partially and  fairly  carried  on  short  of  maintaining  the  rule 
of  absolute  equality  of  payment  from  all  persons  enjoying 
^he  same  accommodations. 

The  defendant  must  therefore  be  notified  to  immediately 
cease  and  desist  from  selling  either  of  said  special  classes  of 
tickets  at  lower  rates  than  those  established  by  it  for  the  sale 
of  tickets  to  the  public  generally. 
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THE  BOAEDS-OF-TEADE  UNION  OF  PAEMINGTON, 
NORTHFIELD,  FARIBAULT  AND  OWATONNA  v. 
THE  CHICAGO,  MILWAUKEE  AND  ST.  PAUL 
RAILWAY    COMPANY. 

Heard  September  14.— decided  November  1,  1887. 

Rates  must  not  only  be  reasonable  in  themselves,  but  they  should  be  80 
relatively  reasonable  as  to  protect  communities  and  business  againai 
unjust  discrimination. 

When  ihe  same  carrier  operates  parallel  lines,  and  for  any  cause  aooepts 
low  rates  on  one  of  ihem,  it  should  provide  sufficient  correspondiog 
advantages  to  the  patrons  of  the  other  line  to  preserve  the  substantial 
equality  contemplated  by  the  statute. 

Low  charges  upon  one  of  two  routes  operated  by  the  same  carrier  should 
not  be  made  up  by  relatively  high  charges  upon  the  other,  when  the  re- 
sult disastrously  affects  the  business  of  communities  situated  upon  the 
latter  line. 

ScHOONMAKER,  Comvmsioner  : 

The  complaint  in  this  case  sets  forth  that  the  charges 
made  by  the  defendant  Kailroad  Company  for  services  ren- 
dered in  the  transportation  of  wheat,  flour,  and  mill  stuflb, 
from  the  towns  of  Farmington,  Northfield,  Dundas,  Fariban)!, 
and  Owatonna,  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  to  points  on  the 
defendant's  road  in  the  States  of  Iowa,  "Wisconsin  and  Illi- 
nois, are  unjust  and  unreasonable  ;  and  also  that  the  defend- 
ant company,  contrary  to  the  Act  of  Congress,  charges  and 
collects  from  persons  living  and  doing  business  at  Farming- 
ton,  Noi-thfield,  Dundas,  Faribault  and  Owatonna,  a  greater 
compensation  for  services  rendered  in  the  transportation  a£ 
of  wheat,  flour,  and  mill  stuffs,  to  points  on  its  road  in  the 
States  of  Wisconsin,  Iowa  and  Illinois,  than  it  charges  and 
collects  from  persons  living  and  doing  business  at  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis,  Stillwater,  Menomonee,Eau  Clair  andChippewtt 
Falls,  for  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  in  the  trans"- 
|)ortation  to  the  same  points  of  a  like  kind  of  traffic,  under* 
Kubstantiallv  similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  thus  sab- 
jecting  the  complainants  to  undue  and  unreasonable  preju- 
dice and  disadvantage. 

Tlie  facts  found  in  this  case  are  as  follows  : 

The  complainants  are  engaged  in  the  milling  business^ 
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and  have  flouring  mills  at  the  places  named  in  the  petition. 
Their  main  supplies  are  procured  from  AVestern  Minnesota 
and  from  Dakota  ;  but  they  also  purchase  and  grind  wheat 
produced  locally  in  the  vicinity  of  their  mills,  and  in  case  of 
the  failure  of  the  local  supply  they  purchase  what  additional 
wheat  they  need  in  the  Minneapolis  market. 
'  The  Cliicago,  Milwaukee  <fe  St.  Paul  llailway  Company 
controls  and  operates  an  extensive  railway  system,  extend- 
ing westerly,  by  two  different  lines,  to  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Min- 
nesota, and  Dakota,  and  leading  to  Chicago  as  the  eastern 
terminus.  One  poiiiion  of  the  system,  which  is  in  question 
in  this  case,  is  operated  from  the  vicinity  of  Aberdeen,  in 
Dakota,  to  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul ;  thence,  by  two  routes, 
tO'  Milwaukee,  and  thence,  on  the  same  tracks,  to  Chicago. 
The  more  direct  route  from  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  runs 
on  the  west  side  of  the  Mississippi  river,  in  Minnesota, 
through  Hastings,  Red  Wing,  AVabasha,  and  La  Crescent  to 
La  Crosse,  in  AViconsin,  to  which  point  it  is  known  as  the 
Kiver  Division  ;  and  from  La  Crosse,  through  Portage,  to 
Milwaukee,  which  is  known  as  the  La  Crosse  Division  ;  and 
thence  to  Chicago,  known  as  the  Chicago  Division. 

The  other  route  from  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  diverges 
to  the  west  and  south  until  it  reaches  Milwaukee,  and  ex- 
tends through  Farmington,  Northfield,  Dundas,  Faribault, 
Owatonua  and  Austin,  in  Minnesota,  and  Calmar,  in  Iowa, 
to  McGregor,  in  the  same  State,  known  to  that  point  as  the 
Iowa  and  Minnesota  Division;  from  McGregor  through 
Prairie  du  Chien  and  Madison  to  Milwaukee,  and  thence  on 
the  same  tracks  as  the  first  route  to  Chicago,  being  known 
as  the  Prairie  du  Chien  and  Chicago  Divisions. 

Both  branches  are  under  the  same  management,  and  for 
a  distance  of  eighty-five  miles  from  Milwaukee  to  Chicago 
constitute  one  line  of  road. 

The  defendant  also  owns  and  operates  as  parts  of  its  gen- 
eral system,  lines  of  road  from  Stillwater  to  Hastings,  and 
from  Northfield  to  Red  AVing,  all  in  Minnesota  ;  also  a  lino 
from  M»'noinonee,AVisconsin,  to  AVabasha,  Minnesota ;  another 
from  Chi])powa  Falls,  AVisconsin,  to  Wabasha  ;  and  a  line 
from  La  Crescent  on  the  River  Division  of  the  direct  route 
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from  St.  Paid,  through  McGregor,  Iowa,  to  Sabula,  Iowa, 
and  from  thence  through  Savanna  and  Davis  Junction  to 
Chicrgo. 

The  distance  from  Minneapolis  to  Chicago,  via  Bed  Wing 
and  La  Crosse  is  four  hundred  and  twenty  miles ;  via  Fari- 
bault and  Prairie  du  Cliieu,  four  hundred  and  ninety-six 
miles ;  via  Faribault  and  Sabida,  four  hundred  and  fifty- 
eight  miles ;  via  Red  Wing  and  Sabula,  four  hundred  and 
forty-one  miles.  Farmington,  Northfield,  Faribault,  and 
Owatonna  can  reach  Chicago  by  three  different  routes  over 
defendant's  road,  one  via  Red  Wing  and  La  Crosse  ;  another 
via  McGregor  and  Prairie  du  Chien ;  and  a  third  via  Mc- 
Gregor and  Sabula,  the  distances  varying  only  slightly. 
The  route  by  way  of  Prairie  du  Chien  is  a  few  miles  in  ex- 
cess of  the  direct  route  from  Minneapolis,  and  the  other  two 
a  little  less  than  that  route. 

The  original  points  of  shipment  of  wheat  by  defendant  are 
mainly  localities  in  Western  Minnesota  and  in  Dakota  Ter- 
ritory, and  it  is  billed  to  Milwaukee  or  Chicago  by  a  method 
known  as  the  milling-in-transit  system,  by  which  the  through 
rate  is  paid  at  the  place  of  shipment,  with  the  privilege 
of  converting  it  into  flour  e?i  route,  and  then  sending  for- 
ward the  flour,  without  further  charge,  to  the  point  of  des- 
tination. 

In  addition  to  fhe  transit  wheat  thus  transported,  consid- 
erable quantities  of  wheat  are  consigned  to  Minneapolis  and 
delivered  there  by  other  roads,  and  milled,  or  sold  and  ship- 
ped to  other  points.  This  is  called  free  wheat,  to  distinguish 
it  from  the  transit  wheat. 

The  transportation  rate  charged  by  the  defendant  on 
through  shipments  of  wheat  from  Dakota  and  Western 
Minnesota  to  Milwaukee  and  Chicago,  with  the  privilege  of 
milling  in  transit  at  Minneapolis  and  other  points  on  the 
River  Division  of  its  road  (and  also  at  Farmington,  Noi^th- 
field,  Faribault,  Dundas,  and  Owatonna  on  the  Iowa  and 
Minnesota  Division),  is  twenty-five  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 
This  rate  is  divided  into  a  charge  of  seventeen  and  a  half 
cents  per  hundred  from  the  points  of  original  shipment  to 
Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  and  seven  and  a  half  cents  per 
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hundred  from  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  and  from  all  points 
south  of  those  cities  on  the  River  Division  to  Milwaukee  and 
Chicago. 

Free  wheat  and  flour  and  mill  stuffs  transported  from 
Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  by  the  Eiver  Division  to  Chicago 
or  Milwaukee  are  charged  seven  and  a  half  cents  per  hun- 
dred, being  the  proportion  of  the  through,  or  miUing-in- 
transit  rate  from  Dakota  to  the  same  destinations. 

The  rates  charged  by  defendants  for  transporting  wheat, 
flour,  and  mill  stuffs  from  April  5,  1887,  to  May  26,  1887, 
from  all  the  petitioning  towns,  to  Milwaukee  and  Chicago 
was  eighteen  cents  per  hundred  pounds.  On  May  26th,  the 
rates  were  reduced  from  Faribault  to  fifteen  and  a  half  cents 
I)er  hundred,  and  from  Farmington  to  thirteen  and  a  half 
cents  per  hundred.  On  June  1, 1887,  the  rates  were  reduced 
from  Northfiold,  Faribault,  Dundas,  and  Owatonna  to  fifteen 
cents,  and  were  left  at  thirteen  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred 
from  Farmington,  at  which  sums  they  have  since  been 
maintained.  The  rate  from  Minneapolis  to  Milwaukee  and 
Chicago,  over  the  line  through  the  petitioning  towns,  is 
also  fifteen  cents  per  hundred.  Prior  to  and  until  April  5, 
1887,  a  milling-in-transit  rate  of  nine  and  a  half  cents  per 
hundred  was  given  the  petitioning  towns  from  Minneopolis  to 
Milwaukee  and  Chicago. 

The  tariff  rates  for  other  freight  from  Minneapolis  to  Chi- 
cago are  the  same  over  both  routes. 

On  these  facts  the  petitioners  claim  that  they  are  dis- 
criminated against  and  suffer  undue  prejudice  and  dis 
advantage.  They  urge  that  they  are  required  to  pay 
fifteen  cents  per  hundred  on  the  Iowa  and  Minnesota  Di- 
vision of,  defendant's  road  for  the  transportation  of  the 
same  kind  of  property  that  is  charged  only  seven  and  a  half 
cents  per  hundred  on  the  Kiver  Division  of  the  defendant's 
road,  and  that  their  business  suffers  seriously  in  conse- 
quence. 

They  concede  that  some  difference  in  th-e  rates  on  the  two 
Divisions  may  reasonably  exist  under  the  conditions  affect- 
ing traffic  on  the  Kiver  Division,  and  on  account  of  the 
longer  distance  to   Milwaukee   and  Chicago   by  the   other 
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Division,  but  claim  that  a  rate  one-third  higher,  or  ten  cents 
per  hundred,  should  be  the  extent  of  the  diflference,  and  is 
all  that  the  business  will  bear. 

The  defendant  insists  that  the  rates  from  the  petitioning 
towns  are  reasonable  and  are  in  fact  a  large  reduction  on 
former  rates  ;  and  that  the  seven-and-a-half-cent  rate  from 
Minneapolis  by  the  River  Division  is  too  low,  but  is  forced 
upon  the  railroad  company  by  the  competition  of  other  lines 
of  road  running  to.  Chicago,  and  by  lines  running  from 
Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  to  Duluth  for  shipment  by  way  of 
the  Lakes  to  Buffalo,  w^hich  latter  roads  charge  only  five 
cents  per  hundred  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth.  The  rates 
from  Duluth  to  eastern  points  being  only  two  and  a  half 
cents  a  hundred  higher  than  from  Milwaukee  and  Chicago 
to  the  same  eastern  points,  the  defendant  contends  it  has  no 
option  except  to  conform  to  the  Duluth  rates  or  abandon  the 
business. 

The  alleged  conditions  of  competition  that  exercise  controll- 
ing influonce  on  the  rates  for  wheat  transportation  over  defend- 
ant's lines  from  Minneapolis  doubtless  exist.  They  are  not  de- 
j)endent  upon  the  volition  or  action  of  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  has  vielded  to  their  force  in  establishing:  its  wheat 
rate  upon  its  Kiver  Division,  and  all  the  towns  upon  that 
Division  enjoy  the  low  rate  that  the  defendant  is  willing  to 
give  from  Minneapolis.  Upon  the  Iowa  and  Minnesota  Di- 
vision, however,  which  is  coterminous  at  Minneapolis  and 
Milwaukee  with  the  River  Division,  a  similar  rate  is  refused, 
and  a  rate  double  in  amount  is  charged  for  the  same  kind  of 
traffic.  This  Division  is  apparently  regarded  as  a  separate 
and  independent  line,  and  for  that  reason  at  liberty  to  charge 
rates  deemed  suitable  for  the  traffic  without  reference  to  the 
r  ites  on  the  River  Division,  or  to  their  effect  upon  business 
along  the  respective  routes.  This  principle  is  not  admissible. 
The  carrier  bv  l)oth  routes  is  the  same.  The  rates  for  other 
traffic  besides  wheat  are  alike  upon  both  divisions.  The 
same  reasons  that  give  equalitj''  of  rates  to  other  traffic  upon 
the  two  routes  apply  with  equal,  if  not  greater,  force  to  the 
article  of  wheat.  Although  the  low  rate  on  the  River  Divi- 
sion may  result  from  circumstances  apparently  beyond  the 


220  INTERSTATE   COMHIERCE   COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

control  of  the  carrier,  and  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
carrier  to  participate  in  the  business,  yet,  being  willing  to 
carrv  for  thnt  rnte,  tbe  ^arT*i*>^  shonlil  Tu>f  hv  n  r'^lofivpKr  ^^n. 
just  rate  on  the  other  division,  impose  a  burden  that  renders 
business  in  wheat  and  flour  practically  impossible  along  that 
Division. 

A  bare  statement  of  the  existing  disparity  demonstrates  its 
indefensible  injustice.  A  Minneapolis  or  St.  Paul  miller 
purchasing  free  wheat  in  those  cities  which  has  paid  a  rate 
of  seventeen  and  a  half  cents  a  hundred,  ships  its  products 
to  Milwaukee  or  Chicago  at  seven  and  a  half  cents  a  hun- 
dred. A  miller  in  the  complaining  to^vns  purchasing  free 
wheat  in  the  same  cities  or  local  wheat  is  required  to  pay 
fifteen  ('(^nts  a  hundred  to  reach  the  same  destinations  with 
its  products.  The  capacity  of  one  of  the  mills  in  Dundas  is 
six  hundred  barrels  a  day.  It  is  computed  by  complainant's 
counsel  tliat  if  its  proprietor  should  purchase  wheat  in  his 
own  vicinity  to  operate  his  mill  for  a  year,  or  should  pur- 
chase it  at  Minneapolis,  it  would  cost  him  to  deliver  his  flour 
at  Chicago  $28,170  more  than  the  cost  to  a  Minneapolis  mil- 
ler for  the  same  quantity  of  wheat  ground  and  flour  shipped 
over  the  favored  line.  That  would  probably  exceed  the 
profits  of  the  business,  and  the  loss  would  fall  upon  the  pro- 
,  ducer  of  tlie  local  w^heat  and  the  miller. 

In  a  State  where  the  wheat  product  is  so  large  as  in  Min- 
nesota, and  the  chief  agricultural  staple,  inequalities  of  rates 
that  affect  industries  so  materially  are  of  vital  importance. 

If  the  different  rates  on  the  two  routes  worked  no  hardship 
or  injustice  to  any  one,  there  would  be  no  occasion  for  cor- 
rective remedies,  but  when,  as  the  fact  was  show^n  in  this  case, 
the  producers  and  millers  located  in  the  petitioning  towns 
and  along  that  division  are  seriously  injured,  and  their  busi- 
ness disastrously  affected  by  the  double  flat  rates  charged 
them,  the  public  interests  are  concerned,  and  a  case  is  pre- 
sented demanding  redress.  These  rates  obviously  preclude 
competition  with  the  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  mills  and  those 
on  the  River  Division. 

Tln^  two  branches  of  the  defendant's  road  from  Minneapo- 
lis to  Milwaukee,  the  one  through  Hastings,  Bed  AVing  and 
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La  Crosse,  and  the  other  through  the  petitioning  towns,  can- 
not, on  tlie  facts  of  this  case,  be  deemed  the  same  line  within 
the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute.  But  both 
branches  belong  to  and  are  operated  by  the  defendant,  and 
are  under  the  same  management,  and  trains  may  be  run  from 
Minneapolis  over  either  branch. 

While  the  inhibition  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute 
against  charging  more  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance 
over  the  same  line  does  not  Hterally  apply,  the  defendant  un- 
der the  circumstances  of  the  case  is  required  to  make  its 
rates  reasonable  on  both  branches  of  its  road.  If  the  two 
lines  were  separately  owned  and  operated,  competition  might 
substantially  equalize  the  rates.  And  the  fact  that  one  com- 
pany controls  parallel  lines  aflfords  no  warrant  for  giving  su- 
perior advantages  to  the  patrons  of  one  line  and  denying 
similar  advantages  to  those  of  the  other  line.  It  may  not  be 
essential  that  the  rates  on  the  two  lines  should  be  identical. 
Some  diflference  on  account  of  greater  distance  and  increas- 
ed operating  expenses  and  the  conditions  affecting  the  traffic 
may  be  reasonably  permissible.  Nor  is  it  enough*  that,  inde- 
pendently considered  as  if  the  parallel  line  did  not  exist,  the 
higher  rates  might  be  deemed  reasonable.  They  should  be 
relatively  reasonable,  in  view  of  tlieir  relations  to  each  other 
and  their  effect  upon  the  public  in  order  to  prevent  undue 
and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  and  thus  in 
their  results  become  unjust  and  unreasonable.  Under  the 
present  rates  the  apparently,  low  charges  on  the  route  em- 
])racing  the  River  and  La  Crosse  Divisicms  are  reimbursed  to 
the  carrier  by  the  relatively  high  charges  on  the  route  con- 
taining the  I.  and  M.  Division.  This  is  unequal  and  unjust. 
The  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  is  intendeil  for  the  protection 
of  the  general  public,  and  its  prevading  principle  is  equality 
for  all  persons  and  communities  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions.  This  demands  such  adjust- 
ments of  rates  as  shall  not  discriminate  unduly  in  favor  of 
the  business  of  some  localities,  and  prove  destructive  to  sim- 
ilar pursuits  in  other  localities ;  and  prohibits  carriers  from 
imposing  excessive  rates  where  the  absence  of  competition 
affords  opportunity  to  do  so,  and  thus  unfairly  stimulate 
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favored  communities  at  the  expense  of  others.  The  larger 
cities  and  commercial  centres  usually  enjoy  valuable  advant- 
ages because  the  interests  of  carriers  and  the  existence  of 
competition  sufficiently  guard  them.  But  one  object  of  the 
law  is  that  the  strong  shall  not  have  undue  advantages  over 
the  weak,  and  that  minorities  shall  be  protected  and  their  in- 
terests guarded  so  that  substantial  equality  may  exist  for  all. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  petitioners  and  is  not  effectively  de- 
nied by  the  defendant,  that  while  the  present  rate  of  seven 
and  a  half  cents  a  hundred  by  the  Kiver  and  La  Crosso 
branch  of  defendant's  road  is  charged  a  rate  of  ten  cents  a 
hundred  pounds  from  the  petitioning  towns  to  Milwaukee 
and  Chicago,  and  a  like  rate  from  Minneapolis  through 
those  towns  and  over  that  Division  of  defendant's  roa<l 
would  be  a  relatively  reasonable  charge,  and  the  Commission 
so  finds. 

It  is  deemed  proper  to  observe,  to  prevent  any  erroneous 
inference,  that  no  opinion  is  intended  to  be  expressed  with 
reference  to  the  system  of  charges  known  as  the  milling-in- 
transit  rates ;  they  are  only  referred  to  in  this  report  as  an 
existing  method  of  transportation.  The  question  of  the  le- 
gality or  propriety  of  that  system  was  not  litigated  in  this 
case,  and  is  not  presented  for  decision. 

The  order  of  the  Commission,  on  the  facts  of  this  case,  is 
that  the  Chicago,  Milwaukc^e  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company 
must  equalize  its  rates  for  the  transportation  of  wheat,  flour 
and  mill  stuffs  upon  the  two  routes  or  branches  of  its  road 
from  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  to  Milwaukee  and  Chicago, 
with  a  reasonable  differential  for  the  longer  route,  and  recog- 
nizing tlie  circumstances  and  conditions  relating  to  the  traffic 
on  the  shorter  route ;  and  that  while  a  rate  of  seven  and  a 
half  cents  per  hundred  from  Minneapolis  and  other  points 
on  the  liiver  and  La  Crosse  Division  to  Milwaukee  and 
Chicago  and  other  points  in  Iowa  and  Illinois  is  charged,  the 
rates  from  the  petitioning  towns  for  the  like  kinds  of  prop- 
erty and  from  Minneapolis  over  that  Division  of  defendant's 
road  to  the  same  destinations,  must  not  exceed  ten  cents  per 
hundred,  or  a  difference  of  one-third  the  amount  of  the  lesser 
charge. 
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IN  BE  PROCEDURE  IN  CASES  AT  ISSUE. 

Proceedings  to  be  in  the  simplest  form  consistent  with  reasonable  oertaintgr. 
No  replication  required.  When  facts  are  not  agreed  upon,  depositions 
may  be  taken  on  notice,  and  the  work  should  be  entered  upon  immedi- 
ately after  answer.  Assignments  for  hearing  made  on  request  of  either 
party.     Parties  will  be  heard  orally,  or  upon  briefs,  as  they  prefer. 

Tlie  following  letter,  which  was  addressed  to  an  attorney 
who  made  inquiry  concerning  the  method  of  procedure  in  a 
case  where  an  answer  had  been  filed  raising  issues  of  fact, 
contains  a  statement  of  the  practice  then  adopted  and  since 
pursued  by  the  Commission. 

WA8HIN3T0N,  D.  C,  June  15, 1887. 
James  TiUlnghast,  Esq.y  Attorney  at  Law^  12  SaiUh  Main  St, 
Provhleneey  li,  L 

Dear  Sir: — Yours  of  June  14th  received.  The  rules  of 
the  Commission  do  not  require  a  replication.  It  is  intended 
that  all  its  proceedings  shall  be  in  the  simplest  form  consist- 
ent with  a  reasonable  degree  of  certainty.  Cases  are  con- 
sidered as  at  issue,  when  the  answer  is  filed  and  c6pies 
served.  If  issues  of  fact  are  raised  upon  the  answer  by  de- 
nials, or  by  allegations  of  new  matter,  it  is  the  understand- 
ing of  the  Commission  that  the  case  stands  for  trial  upon 
the  questions  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law ;  a  day  for  hearing 
will  bo  assigned  on  request  of  either  party ;  witnesses  can 
then  bo  examined,  if  necessary,  and  arguments  made  upon 
the  law  as  applicable  to  the  facts  established  by  proof.  The 
case  can  be  presented  by  written  or  printed  arguments  if 
parties  prefer  to  take  that  course.  It  is  the  desire  of  the 
Commission  that  parties  agree  upon  facts  relating  to  ques- 
tions presented,  so  far  as  possible ;  and  for  this  purpose, 
stipulations  in  writing  may  be  filed  or  oral  concessions  made 
on  the  hearing.  In  case  parties  cannot  agree  upon  the  facts 
and  desire  to  avoid  the  expense  of  bringing  witnesses  to 
Washington,  depositions  for  use  before  the  Commission 
may  be  taken  on  notice  to  the  other  side,  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  Sections  863  and  864  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States.  Such  depositions  when  taken  shoxdd  be 
transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission,  who  will 
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open  Hnd  file  the  same.  If  ther  taking  of  depositions  is 
deemed  necessary,  it  should  be  entered  upon  as  soon  as 
practicable  after  the  service  of  the  answer. 

For  the  Commission  :  Yours  truly, 

Edward  A.  Moseley,  Secretary. 

IN  RE    PROCEEDURE    CONCERNING    QUESTIONS 

OF  LAW. 

Dilatory  proceedings  considered  objectionable,  and  a  single  speedy  hearing 
desired  in  every  case  ;  all  proper  questions  will  then  be  entertained, 
whether  jurisdictional  or  relating  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy. 

On  July  13th,  1887,  John  S.  Blair,  Esq.,  of  counsel  for  de- 
fendant in  a  pending  case,  appeared  before  the  Commission 
and  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  matters  alleged  did  not  present  a  violation  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.  No  notice  had 
been  given  of  the  motion. 

The  Commission  declined  to  take  up  the  motion. 

First,  because  notice  to  the  complainants  had  not  been 
given. 

Second,  because  the  object  of  the  motion  was  to  reach  the 
merits  of  the  case  and  have  them  discussed  and  passed  upon 
summarilv  instead  of  at  the  customary  final  hearing.  A 
practice  thus  to  anticipate  by  motion  the  final  hearing  the 
Commission  did  not  think  advisable,  and  would  not,  there- 
fore, favor. 

It  was  said  that  it  is  the  desire  of  the  Commission  that 
the  practice  and  proceedings  in  all  cases  shall  be  in  the 
simplest  form  possible,  consistent  with  justice,  and  that  with- 
out dilatory  motions,  pleas  in  abatement  or  other  interlocu- 
tory proceedings  the  matter  in  question  be  brought  to  an  is- 
sue at  the  earliest  practicable  day,  when  a  final  hearing  may 
be  had  ;  all  proper  questions  will  then  be  entertained, 
whether  jurisdictional  or  going  to  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy. 

The  case  was  afterwards  heard  and  decided  in  the  manner 
suggested.  (See  Associated  Grocers  of  St.  Louis  v.  JUis- 
souri  Pacific  Railway  Company,  page  156  ante.) 
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IN  RE  JOINT  TARIFFS  AND  SCHEDULES. 

Bchodulos  of  joint  tarilFs  required  to  bo  filed  with  the  Commission,  by  sec- 
tion 0  of  tho  Act,  need  not  bo  duplicated  by  each  company  which  unites 
in  making  them.  On  receipt  of  a  written  statement  from  each  corpora- 
tion acknowledging  tho  authority  of  tho  association,  committee,  or 
other  trafTic  combination,  to  issue  tariffs  in  its  behalf,  schedules  filed 
by  such  association,  etc.,  will  be  credited  to  each  road  in  the  organiza- 
tion which  so  requests. 

The  following  letters,  which  were  addressed  to  various  par- 
ties, iuquiriiig  in  respect  to  the  filing  of  joint  tariffs,  etc., 
under  section  6  of  the  Act  to  Kegulate  Commerce,  express 
the  desire  of  the  Commission  respecting  the  method  to  bo 
pursued  in  the  filing  of  schedules  of  passenger  rates  and 
joint  tariffs  of  freight  charges  in  which  several  carriers  par- 
ticipate. 

Washington,  May  21, 1887. 

Z.  J.  Sear  gent  ^  Ei$q,y  Traffic  Manager  Grand  Tnink  Hallway 
of  Canada y  Montreal^  Quebec. 
Deau  Sill : — In  reply  to  yours  of  the  18th  inst.,  inquiring 
whether  more  than  one  member  of  a  traffic  combination, 
consisting  of  several  railroads  or  freight  lines,  must  file  in 
this  office  copies  of  their  agreements,  joint  tariffs,  &c.,  I  am 
authorized  to  state  that,  provided  due  notice  from  different 
companies  is  tiled  here  that  any  one  member  or  an  agent  is 
authorized  to  make  return  for  all  or  several  of  the  members 
of  such  combination,  such  filing  will  be  sufficient  for  all  the 
parties  to  tlie  joint  agreements,  tariffs,  and  classifications, 
who  may  give  such  notice. 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  yours, 

Edward  A.  Moseley,  Secretary. 


Washington,  D.  C,  June  15, 1887. 
N.  E.  Weel^s,  Esq,^  Secretary  Boston  Passenger  Camvitttee,  Bos- 
ton,  3fa66', 
Sir: — In  the  case  of  schedules  of  passenger  rates  issued 
by  a  committee  representing  a  group  of  roads,  the  Commis- 
sion desires  a  written  statement  from  each  corporation,  to  the 
effect  that  it  is  a  member  of  the  Association  which  the  com- 
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mittee  represents,  and  that  tariff  schedules  filed  by  the  com- 
mittee are  to  be  treated  as  if  filed  by  such  corporation.  In 
case  there  is  a  written  agreement,  under  which  the  Associa- 
tion works,  a  copy  thereof  should  also  be  filed.  Upon  re- 
ceipt of  the  foregoing,  as  evidence  of  the  authority  of  the 
committee,  schedules  of  tariffs  and  documents  issued  relating 
to  changes  in  passenger  rates,  etc.,  will  be  received  by  the 
Commission  and  credited  to  each  road  in  the  Association  ns 
if  filed  by  such  road  respectively.  A  lettei;  of  transmittal 
stating  contents  should  accompany  each  enclosure. 

Yours  truly, 

Edward  A.  Moseley,  Secretary. 


Washington,  D.  C,  June  22, 1887. 

J.  N,  FaitTwm,  Esq,,,  Cliamnan    W,  cf;  N,    IF.  FretgJd  Ba- 
realty  Chicago y  IlL 

Dear  Sir  : — In  the  case  of  schedules  of  passenger  rates,  and 
of  joint  tariffs  of  freight  charges,  and  of  classifications,  circu- 
lars and  other  matter,  issued  by  a  freight  bureau,  association, 
or  other  traffic  combination,  consisting  of  several  curriers,  or 
issued  by  a  committee  representing  a  gnnip  of  roads,  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission  desires  a  written  statemcuit 
from  each  corporation,  to  the  eff'ect  that  it  is  a  member  of  the 
association  in  question,  and  that  schedules,  tariffs,  and  clas- 
sifications, circulars,  and  other  printed  matter  issued  by  the 
committee,  or  its  chairman,  or  other  authorized  official,  and 
filed  with  the  Commission  are  to  be  treated  as  if  filed  bv 
such  corporation  itself.    In  case  there  is  a  written  agreement 

tinder  which  the  association  works,  a  copy  thereof  should 
also  be  filed. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  the  foregoing  as  evidence  of  the  au- 
thority of  the  bureau,  association  or  committee,  schedules, 
tariffs  and  other  documents,  issued  by  it,  will  be  received  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  credited  to  each 
road  in  the  organization,  as  if  filed  by  such  road  respective- 
ly ;  and  in  such  case  it  will  not  be  necessary  for  each  carrier 
to  file  such  publications  individually. 
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A  letter  of  transmittal  stating  contents  should  accompanj 

each  enclosure. 

Very  respectfully, 

For  the  Commission.  Edward  A.  Moseley, 

Secretary. 


THE  MAXUFACTUREES'  AND  JOBBERS'  UNION  OP 
MANKATO  ^^  THE  MINNEAPOLIS  AND  ST.  LOUIS 

RAILWAY  COMPANY  AND  OTHERS. 

» 

Tried  nt  St.  Paul  September  16.    Report  filed  November  21, 1887. 

When,  after  trial,  but  before  decision,  the  defendant  concodos  the  relief 
sought,  and  reduces  its  tariff  to  the  rates  claimed  by  the  petitioner,  no 
ordor  is  made  or  opinion  announced  by  the  Commission ;  a  report  of  tho 
facts  is  made  to  complete  the  record  of  the  case. 

A\  2L  Popc^  for  complainant. 

^y,  IT.   Truesdale,  Vice-President  M.  &  St.  L.   Ry.   Co., 

for  defendant. 

Bragg,  Coinnilsfiioner  : 

Tlio  complaint  in  this  proceeding  was  made  by  the  Manu- 
facturers' and  Jobbeis'  Union  of  Mankato,  in  the  State 
of  Minnesota,  at];ainst  the  Minneapolis  &c  St.  Louis  Railway 
Company,  The  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  The  Burlington,  Cedar  Rapids  &  Northern  Rail- 
way Company,  and  The  Kankakee  <fe  Seneca  Railroad  Com- 
pany. It  alleges  that  the  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Railway 
Company  is  a  corporation  created,  organized,  and  existing 
und(T  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  as  a  railroad 
company  was,  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  and  for 
more  than  two  years  last  past  had  been,  doing  business  as  a 
common  carrier  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  and  elsewhere.  It 
avers  that  petitioner  is  an  association  of  business  men  of 
the  city  of  Mankato,  in  Minnesota,  whose  object  is  to  pro- 
mote the  business  interests  of  that  city.  It  states  that  the 
Minneapolis  k  St.  Louis  Railway  Company,  in  connection 
witji  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
the  Kankakee   &  Seneca  Railroad  Company,  and  the  Bur- 
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ljn^t(^n,  Cctlrir  Ra])itls  ct  Xorthcrn  Railway  Companv,  Lave 
cstablisliod  traffic?  aiTangements  for  the  transportation  of 
j)ass(iij^<>rs  and  freights  for  hire  from  the  city  of  Chicago,  in 
th<i  State  of  Illinois,  to  the  various  stations  on  the  line  of 
the  Miiinea]>()lis  &  St.  Louis  Railway,  in  the  State  of  Min- 
iiesuta,  iiu-liuling  the  city  of  Red  Wing,  the  city  of  Minneap- 
olis, ihr  village  of  AVatervillo,  and  the  city  of  Mankato,  in 
said  last-named  State.  It  states  that  the  direct  line  of  tlio 
Minn<'ap()lis  t^'  St.  Louis  Railway  Company,  operated  "within 
i\w.  State  of  ^limiesota  for  such  traffic,  extends  from  Albert 
Lea  northerly  through  Waterville  to  Minneapolis.  It  states 
that  the  AViseonsin,Minn(»sota  &  Pacific  Railway  is  controlled 
and  oi)r'rat  m1  l)y  the  Minneapolis  cfe  St.  Louis  Railway  Com- 
j)any  under  the  said  traffic  arrangement,  and  extends  from 
the  city  of  Red  Wing  westward  through  said  village  of  Wafc- 
orville  to  the  eity  of  Mankato,  running  in  a  general  direction 
at  right  angles  with  said  railroad,  extending  from  Albert  Lea 
to  Minneai)olis,  as  aforesaid.  It  states  that  the  rates  of  freight 
(jstahlished  and  pu])lishe(l  and  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
petition  (^forced  by  the  Minneapolis  <fe  St.  Louis  Railway 
un<ler  said  traffic  arrangement  from  Chicago  to  MinneapolL* 
were  as  follows  per  liundnHl  pounds  : 
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It  states  that  the  rates  of  freight  established  by  the  Min- 
n(»apolis  &  St.  Louis  Railway  Company  from  Chicago  to 
Waterville  were  the  same  as  were  (Established  by  that  company 
from  Chicago  to  Minneapolis  by  reason  of  the  operation  of 
section  4  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law,  the  distance  from 
(yhicago  to  Watei*ville  being  sixty-five  miles  less  than  from 
Chicago  to  Minneapolis. 

It  states  that  the  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Railway  Com- 
pany has  established  and  put  in  force  a  tariff  on  its  line  from 
Red  Wing  to  Mankato,  the  rates  of  which  from  Chicago, 
ilirough  Waterville,  to  all  points  cast  of  Waterville  on  said 
line,  for  a  distance  of  sixty-seven  miles  to  the  city  of  Red 
Wing,  were  the  same  as  established  by  said  company  to  .Wat- 
erville, while  to  all  points  on  said  Line  west  of  Waterville, 
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including  the  city  of  Mankato,  a  distance  of  twenty-nine 
miles,  were  unreasonably  and  unjustly  in  excess  of  said  rates 
to  said  village  of  Waterville,  and  from  Chicago  were  as  fol- 
lows per  hundred  pounds  : 
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It  states  that  said  rates  from  Chicago  to  points  west  of 
AVaterville  on  said  line,  including  said  city  of  Mankato,  were 
from  twt  ntv  to  forty  per  cent,  in  excess  of  the  rates  estab- 
lished  and  in  force  by  said  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Railway 
Com[)any  from  Chicago  to  said  village  of  Waterville  and 
points  on  said  line  east  of  Waterville  to  the  city  of  Rod 
Wing,  although  the  distance  is  much  less,  and  the  city  of 
Mankato  is  the  most  important  shipping  point  on  said  line 
of  railroad  in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  excepting  St.  Paul  and 
Minneapolis. 

The  ])rHyer  of  the  petition  is  that  the  Minneapolis  &  St. 
Louis  Railway  ( ■ompany  .shall  be  directed  and  required  to 
so  adjust  its  said  tariffs  on  freights  from  the  city  of  Chi(^ago, 
in  the  State  of  Illinois,  that  its  rates  to  the  city  of  Mankato, 
in  the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  to  all  other  points  west  of 
Waterville  and  between  Waterville  and  Mankato,  on  said 
line  of  railroad,  on  all  classes  of  freight  shall  hereafter  be  no 
higher  than  the  rates  established  by  said  company  from  the 
city  of  Chicago  to  said  village  of  Waterville  and  })()ints  east 
on  said  line  of  railroad  Ix^tween  W^aterville  and  the  city  of 
Red  Wing  and  ])oints  north  on  said  main  line  bet\veen  Water- 
ville and  the  city  of  Minneaj)olis. 

At  the  hearing,  whi(di  occurred  in  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  it 
was  admitted  by  the  defendants  that  the  above  facts,  as  set 
forth  in  the  petition,  \vere,  in  substance,  true,  but,  while  ad- 
niitting  this,  the  di?fendants  did  not  admit  that  petitioner  was 
(entitled  to  the  relief  sought.  On  the  contrary,  they  denied 
tiiat  petitioner  was  entitled  to  any  relief  whatever.  Tliey 
relied  in  their  defense  upon  two  grounds:  First.  That  each 
of  tliese  rat(;s  were  fair  and  reasonable  in  themselves.  Sec- 
ond. That  these  rates  between  Waterville  and  Red  Wing  were 
caused  by  the  competition  of  the  water  lines  of  Lake  Superior, 
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in  connection  with  rail  lines  operating  from  the  lake  points 
into  the  interior.  And  upon  these  grounds  they  insisted  that 
in  no  sense  was  there  any  unjust  disciimination  or  unlawful 
preference  in  any  of  these  rates. 

Several  witnesses  were  examined  before  us  by  the  respect- 
ive parties  at  the  hearing,  and  documentary  evidence  was 
also  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner.  The  matter  was 
then  submitted  for  our  report  and  opinion.  At  a  subsequent 
(lay,  after  we  had  fully  considered  the  matters  involved,  but 
before  the  announcement  of  our  report  and  opinion,  we  re- 
ceived notice  that  the  respondent  railway  company  had  con- 
ceded the  relief  sought,  and  on  the  20th  day  of  October,  1887, 
had  made  and  published  a  tariff  of  rates  to  take  effect  Octo- 
ber 28,  1887,  by  which  the  rates  are  reduced  and  made  the 
same  at  Mankato  and  points  between  Waterville  and  Man- 
kato  that  the  rates  are  at  Waterville  and  at  points  between 
Waterville  and  lied  Wing  over  the  defendant's  said  lines  on 
freights  from  Chicago  to  these  points,  as  above  set  forth. 

This  disposes  of  this  complaint,  and  under  the  circum- 
stances we  have  only  deemed  it  necessary  to  make  the  report 
of  it  here  stated  to  complete  the  record  of  the  case. 


E.    B.    KATMONT)   v.   THE    CHICAGO,  MILWAUKEE 
&  ST.  PAUL  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Tried  at  MInnoapolia  Soptombor  13 ;  decided  November  21, 1887. 

When  tho  Act  to  rojcfulato  commoroo  took  oflfoot,  the  p^rain  and  flour  rato 
to  Chlcaj^o  from  Minrionpolis,  Hod  Wing  and  Lake  City,  on  the  main 
line  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway,  was  15  cents  per 
hundred  pounds,  and  from  Mazeppa,  a  station  on  tho  narrow  gauge 
branch  line  of  said  road,  it  was  17  cents  per  hun  dred  pounds.  These 
rates  have  been  reduced  to  7)'  and  12\  cents.  Jldd  that,  without 
other  testimony  than  that  afforded  by  a  comparison  between  these 
rates,  12J  cent^  from  Maz<^ppa  will  not  be  declared  \mreasonable  and 
unlawful  under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  to  regidate  commerce. 

Rates  and  charges,  not  unr(»asona])ly  high  of  themselves,  can  be  so  ad- 
Justed  in  their  relations  to  each  other  as  to  give  the  undue  prf.ferenc *i 
and  produce  the  unreasonable  advantage  whi(5h  tho  third  section  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce  makes  unlawful. 
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If  a  railway  company,  in  establishing  charges  on  different  divisions  and 
branches  of  its  road,  so  adjusts  them  as  to  divert  trade  and  business  to 
one  locality,  which,  naturally,  under  an  equitable  adjustment  of 
charges,  would  go  to  another,  such  preference  for  one  place  and  disad- 
vantage to  another  is  not  excused  or  made  lawful  by  the  fact  that 
some  of  such  charges  are  not  entirely  volimtary,  but  result  from  com- 
petition  between  carriers. 

E,    B.    Raymondy    complainant    in    person,  by    written 

argument. 

Burton  Hanson^  for  defendant. 
MoiMiisoN,  Cormaissioner  : 

It  appears  from  the  statement  of  E.  B.  Baymond,  by  way 
of  complaint  against  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company,  that  he  is  a  resident  of  the  town  of 
Mazeppa,  county  of  Wabasha,  State  of  Minnesota,  and  inter- 
ested there  in  buying  and  selling  wheat  and  other  farm  pro- 
ducts for  shipment  over  the  defendant's  road  to  more  eastern 
markets. 

The  defendant  railway  company  owns  and  operates  two 
lines  of  railroad  through  from  Chicago,  Illinois,  by  way  of 
Milwaukee  Wisconsin,  to  Minneapolis  Minnesota,  with 
branch  lines  or  roads  to  and  from  various  points  on  each  of 
said  through  lines.  Both  through  lines  run  over  the  same 
track  from  Chicago  to  Milwaukee.  The  through  and  the 
branch  roads  are  divided  into  parts  designated  divisions. 

By  the  most  direct  of  said  through  lines  of  defendant's 
road,  heroin  treated  as  the  main  line,  the  distance  from  Chi- 
cago to  Minneapolis  is  four  hundred  and  twenty  miles.  The 
part  of  tliis  main  line  between  La  Crosse  and  Minneapolis, 
witli  staftons  at  Wabasha,  Lake  City  and  Bed  Wing  is  the 

"  Rivor  Division." 

Tlio  branch  line  of  defendant's  road,  sixty  miles  long  from 

Wabasha  on  the  main  line  to  Zumbrota,  with  stations  at 
Maze  p])a  and  McCracken,  is  narrow  gauge  and  is  the 
"  Wabasha  Division." 

Trom  Wabasha,  the  junction  of  the  "  narrow-gauge"  branch 
with  tli(^  main  line,  tlu?  distance  over  the  main  line  nortH- 
wcst  to  Lake  City  is  twelve  miles  and  to  Red  Wing  twenty- 
nine  miles.     Over  the  branch  lino  the  distance  west  (fronii 
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Wabasha)  to  McCracken  is  eighteen  and  to  Mazeppa  fifty- 
two  niih's.  The  distance  north  from  Mazeppa  to  Red  Wing 
bv  wajzon  road  is  twentv-two  miles  and  nearlv  the  same  to 
Lake  city,  and  both  are  competitors  with  Mazeppa  for  the 
grain  and  other  trade  of  the  territory  intervening.  The  dis- 
tance to  Chicago  from  Mazeppa  is  three  hundred  and  ninety- 
two,  from  lied  AVing  thn^e  lumdred  and  sixty-nine,  fi'oui 
Liikc  Citv  three  hundred  and  iiftv-two  miles.  To  Milwaukee 
the  distance  is  less  than  to  Chicago  by  one  hundred  and 
seven  miles. 

From  August  15,  188G,  to  April  5,  1887,  when  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce  took  (effect,  the  published  rate  of  de- 
fendant fv)r  carrying  wlu\-it  and  other  grain  to  Chicago  from 
Lake  City,  Iliul  Wing,  Minneapolis,  and  other  points  on  the 
River  Division  of  defendant's  road  was  lifteen  cents  ;  on  the 
W^abaslia  Division  it  was  fifteen  cents  from  McCracken  and 
from  Mazeppa  seventeen  cents  on  the  hundred  pounds.  On 
April  5,  1887,  this  rate  from  Mazeppa  to  Chicago  was  in- 
creased to  eighteen  cents,  the  rate  from  Minneapolis,  Red 
Wing  and  Lake  City  rcMuaining  at  lifteen  cents  until  May  18, 
1887,  when  it  was  reduced  to  ten  cents,  the  rate  from 
McCrackcai  then  still  n^maining  at  fifteen  cents  per  one  hun- 
dred pounds.  On  this  statement  of  facts,  which  is  not  con- 
tested by  defendant,  the  complainant  alleged  that  the  discrim- 
inations made  by  the  defendant  against  the  locality  of 
Mazeppa  were  unjust  and  sutficicmt  to  divert  largely  its  grain 
business  ;  that  the  excess  of  eight  cents  in  the  Mazeppa 
rates  over  Lake  City  and  Red  Wing  rates  was,  and  any  dif- 
ference or  excess  in  such  rates  above  two  cents,  would  be  an 
undue  preference  in  favor  of  Lake  City  and  Red  Wing  and 
an  unreasonable  prejudice  against  Mazeppa  in  respect  of  the 
grain  and  other  trade  in  which  complainant  was,  and  is,  in- 
terested. 

On  the  20th  of  May,  1887,  when  the  defendant  railway 
company  had  notice  of  complainant's  petition  for  relief,  the 
defendant  n^duc^ed  its  rates  to  Chicago  from  Lake  City,  Red 
Wing  and  stations  on  the  River  Division  of  its  road,  includ- 
ing Minneapolis,  to  7^  cents.  Six  days  hiter,  May  26, 1887, 
it  made  a  reduction  in  rates  on  the  "Wabasha  Division,  the 
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rates  from  Mazeppa  to  V2^  cents,  and  from  McCracken,  did- 
tant  18  miles  from  the  main  line,  to  8  cents  per  100  pounds. 

The  (lefen*lant  railway  company,  answering,  admits  many 
and  contests  none  of  the  facts  stated  above,  but  asserts  that 
the  Mazeppa  rates  are,  and  have  been  since  April  5th,  1887, 
reasonable  and  just,  and  avers  that  the  lower  rate,  7^  cents, 
on  the  Kivor  Division  is  **  exceedingly  low  and  unprofit- 
able," is  not  voluntary,  but  the  result  of  competition,  and 
only  indirectly  aliects  the  rates  at  Mazeppa. 

This  answer  of  the  defendant  was  supported  by  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  tending  to  show  that  the  Mazeppa  rates 
of  12^  cents  are  reasonable  within  themselves  and  without 
relation  to  the  7^-cent  rates  on  the  main  line,  and  that  by 
reason  of  comj^etition  defendant  was,  and  is,  compelled  to 
acco])t  the  latter  rates  to  get  any  share  of  the  main  line 
grain  traffic. 

This  testimony,  intelligent  in  theory,  is  based  in  part  on 
comparison  of  tlitjse  rates  with  rates  for  like  distances  in  the 
States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois  under  State*  regulation,  with  no 
explanation  of  surrounding  circumstances,  and  partly  on  the 
estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  service  dependent  upon  conditions 
so  numerous  and  variable  as  not  to  be  convincing. 

The  only  evidence  before  us  in  support  of  complainant's 
statem(*nt  that  th(>  Mazeppa  rate,  now  12^  cents,  is  unreas- 
onable is  aH'onled  by  comparison  of  this  and  other  rates 
on  the  branch  line  with  the  Red  Winj:^,  Lake  City  and  other 
rates  on  the  Ilivor  Division  of  the  main  line.  It  already  ap- 
jjears  that  the  rate  complained  of,  now  12^  cents,  was  18 
cents  wlitni  the  complaint  was  made.  Before  the  Act  to  reg- 
ulate ooiiimerco  was  passed  it  had  been  as  high  as  30  and 
never  lower  tlian  17  cents.  We  do  not  feel  authorized  to  de- 
clare I'lh  ecMits  an  unreasonable  char^jre  for  the  service  ren- 
d(*red,  or  that  a  rati^  nearly  a  third  lower  than  it  had  ever  been 
picvious  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  is  unjust  add  un- 
lawful of  its(^lf,  or  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  section  of 
the  said  Act. 

Th(»  aveniKMit  of  defendant's  answer  that  7^  cents,  the 
Eiv<  r  Division  L;rain  rates,  were,  and  are,  exceedingly  low 
and  nnprolitablc  is  qualified  by  the  statement  of  the  defend- 
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ant's  general  manager  that  low  as  they  are  they  yield  some- 
thing more  than  the  cost  of  moving  the  grain.  So  qualided, 
the  averment  means  only  that  if  all  freight  was  carried  over 
defendant's  road  at  rates  no  more  profitable  the  earnings 
might  not  equal  the  cost  of  the  service,  including  a  reason- 
able return  on  the  capital  invested.  Thus  qualified,  the  aver- 
ment is  not  without  support  in  the  facts  presented. 

The  sur])lus  products  of  Northwestern  grainfields  go 
largely  to  ILastem  States  for  consumption  oi  fv^i  export. 
Conceding  that  it  may  be  true,  as  claimed  by  defendant's 
answer,  that  to  share  in  the  grain  traflSc  from  Minneapolis 
it  must  a(X'ej)t  rates  made  by  its  competitors,  and  assuming 
that  under  the  fourtli  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce the  rates  f(;r  the  shorter  distance  from  Lake  Citv  and 
lied  AVing  cannot  be  greater  than  the  Minneapolis  rate,  and 
it  can  yf;t  b(;  true  that  these  rates  give  an  undue  preference 
to  th(;He  places  as  against  Mazeppa  in  the  grain  and  other 
**  produce  "  trade. 

Ratf-s  and  charges  not  unreasonably  high  of  themselves 
can  be  ho  adjusted  in  their  relations  to  each  other  as  to  give 
the  undue  preference  and  produce  the  unreasonable  disad- 
vantage which  the  tliird  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
m(;rce  njakcs  urdawful  ;  and  if  the  defendant  railwav  com- 
pany  in  establishing  its  charges  on  the  different  divisions 
and  branches  of  its  road  so  adjusts  them  as  to  divert  trade 
and  busiiKiss  to  one  locality,  which  naturally,  under  an  equi- 
table adjustment  of  charges,  woidd  go  to  another,  such  un- 
reasonable prcih^rence  for  one  place  and  disadvantage  to  an- 
othcir  are  not  excus(?d  or  made  lawful  by  the  f net  tlmt  some 
of  su(di  rates  are  not  entirely  voluntary,  but  the  result  of 
comjx'tiiion  with  other  (carriers. 

Tini  (•oin])laint  do(!S  not  insist  that  no  advantage  .shall  be 
given  to  coTFjjjcting  towns  on  the  main  lint^,  but  that  the  ad- 
vanta^^n  sliall  not  bci  unr(?nsonable,  and  so  the  law  provides. 

It  is  s.iid  in  bcJialf  of  the  defendant  that  the  Wabasha  Di- 
vision being  a  narrow-gauge  road,  the  vohuiK^  of  tralRe  small, 
aiid  riMpiiiing  transfc^r  to  the  main  line  at  Wabasha,  5  cents 
is  not  ail  unn^asonahle  charge  for  the  additional  service  re- 
sulting from  these  conditions.     This  reasoning  loses  some  of 
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• 

its  force  in  connection  xv'ith  the  fact  that  the  rate  from 
McCracken,  on  the  Wabasha  Division,  is  but  8  cents  per  100 
pounds,  or  one-half  cent  above  the  main  line  rate,  for  the 
haul  to  and  transfer  at  Wabasha. 

The  traffic  over  the  road  being  small  its  cost  of  movement 
is  not  believed  to  be  greater  than  if  the  road  were  of  the 
standard  gauge. 

The  difference  now  complained  of  in  the  rates  at  Mazeppa 

compared  with  rates  at  Red  Wing  and  Lake  City  is  5  cents 

])er  100  pounds,  a  difference  equal  to  two  thirds  of  the  rate  of 
the  last-named  two  places. 

For  eight  months  next  before  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce was  in  force  this  difference  was  but  two  cents,  or  less 
than  one-seventh  of  the  then  rates  from  Lake  City  and  Red 
AVing. 

Any  difference  in  the  rates  named  so  large  as  that  now  ex- 
isting, 5  cents,  cannot  fail  to  so  divert  a  part  of  the  grain 
trade  as  to  subject  Mazeppa  to  unreasonable  disadvantage 
and  give  undue  preference  to  Red  Wing  and  Lake  City,  its 
rivals  in  that  business.  This  difference  should  neither  ex- 
ceed 2^  cents  on  the  100  pounds  nor  one-third  part  of  the 
rates  mudo  in  the  adjustment  of  charges  from  said  competing 
towns.  Sueli  a  difference  or  discrimination  in  the  rate  will 
compensate  the  defendant  railway  company  for  any  addi- 
tional cost  of  transportation  from  Mazeppa  over  the  cost  from 
the  compc^ting  towns. 

• 

The  complaint  asks  the  Commission  to  cause  to  be  re- 
funded to  slii[)pors  from  Mazeppa  over  defendant's  road  any 
charges  in  excess  of  reasonable  charges  paid  by  them  since 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  took  effect.  The  amount 
(claimed  to  have  been  so  paid,  and  the  names  of  the  persons 
i>:iving  the  same,  are  not  stated,  nor  is  there  evidence  before 
us  to  autliorizti  consideration  of  the  subject. 

In  the  argiinioiit  l)otli  parties  debated,  in  connection  with, 
or  as  ])art  of,  this  proceeding,  the  system  of  transportation 
known  as  "  niilling  in  transit;*'  also  the  fourth  section,  or 
long  and  short-hanl  clause  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
Undcu"  the  niilling-in-transit  system  grain  billed  through  is 
stopped   on  the  ^ynyy  ground  into  and  forwarded  as  flour. 
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and  the  two  sliipments  treated  as  one.  The  fourth  section 
of  said  Act  dechires  it  uuhiwful  to  charge  more  "  for  a  shorter 
than  for  a  lon*j:er  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  di- 
rection, the  shorter  being  inchidcd  within  the  longer  dis- 
tance." The  longer  distance  from  Minneapolis  to  Chicago 
over  the  main  line  is  420  miles.  It  would  seem  to  require 
some  extension  to  include  the  shorter  distance  from  Mazep]>a 
to  Chicago,  52  miles  of  which  is  on  the  narrow  gauge  branch 
line,  and  any  experiment  in  running  the  same  cars  over  all 
of  the'alleged  same  line  of  said  railway  company  would  most 
likely  upset  the  cars,  if  not  the  argument  of  counsel. 

These  tpiestions,  first  raised  in  the  argument,  arc  not  pni- 
sented  in  the  complaint  (u*  answer.  They  are  not  bc;fore  us 
for  adjudication  and  no  opinion  is  expressed  as  to  them. 

It  is  therefore  ordered  bv  the  Commission  that  the  Chi- 
cago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Kailway  Com])any  so  readjusj 
its  rates  and  charges  to  Milwaukee  &  Chicago  from  Mazeppa 
on  the  Wabasha  Division  and  Lake  City  and  Red  Wing  on 
the  River  Division  of  its  road,  that  the  difference  in  favor  of 
the  points  named  on  thcj  River  Division  shall  neither  exceed 
two  and  a  half  cents  nor  one-third  part  of  its  own  rates,  and 
while  the  rates  and  charges  on  flour,  grain  and  other  like 
products  are  seven  and  a  half  cents  on  the  100  pounds  from 
Lake  City  and  Rcul  Wing  to  Milwaukee  and  Chicago  the  rates 
from  Mazeppa  to  Milwaukee  and  Chicago  shall  not  exceed 
ten  cents  on  the  100  pounds  on  the  like  kind  of  property. 


W.  O.  HARWELL,   H.  B.  MONTGOMERY,  AND  J.  W. 

PONDER,  Committee  on  Transportation  of  the  BoAim 

OF  Trade  of  Opelika,  Alabama,  v.   THE  COLTTMBTTS 

AND  WESTERN  RAILROAD  COMPANY  AND  THE 

!        WESTERN  RAILWAY  OF  ALBAMA. 

Heard  October  19.— Dc<?ide<l  December  3,  18H7. 

The  mero  fact  that  a  point  Is  situated  upon  a  navigable  stream,  held  not 
sufficient  of  itself  to  justify  the  lesser  charge  for  a  longer  haul  to  such 
a  »x)int. 

CompotJtion  by  water,  to  be  sufficient  to  justify  an  exception  under  section 
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4  of  the  Act,  should  be  actual,  of  conti'olling  force,  and  in  respect  to 

tf&ffic  important  in  amount. 
Discrimination  under  section  2,  and  prejudice  and  advantage  under  section 

3,  when  water  compotition  is  brought  forward  as  a  justification,  require 

the  same  measure  of  proof. 
Parties  affected  are  entitled  to  bo  notified  in  case  a  change  in  rates  is  asked. 

No  order  correcting  the  unjust  discrimination  now  made,  for  want  of 

proper  parties  and  distinct  allegations.     Amendments  allowed,  and 

revision  of  tariffs  recommended  to  defendants. 
Through  latrs  and  through  bills  of  lading  given  on  other  commodities,  and 

to  other  points  similarly  situated,  should  be  given  to  Opelika  on  cotton, 

no  excuse  being  shown  for  refusing  same. 

Walker,  Cominlasioner  : 

Complaint  under  section  3  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
for  alleged  unjust  discrimination  against  Opelika  in  favor  of 
Montgomery,  Ala.,  and  Columbus,  Ga. 

Answers  were  filed  by  both  defendants.  The  answer  of 
the  Western  Railway  of  Alabama,  by  Cecil  Gabbett,  General 
]\[anager,  is  quite  fiiU,  in  substance  alleging  that  rates  at 
Opelika  are  the  result  of  considerable  negotiation  and  com- 
promise, and  although  less  favorable  than  at  Montgomery 
and  Columbus  are  more  favoraV)le  than  at  Cusseta,  Youngs- 
boro',  Gold  Hill,  and  other  points  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  Opelika,  claiming  "  that  there  is  more  ground  for  com- 
plaint against  the  railroads  for  discriminating  in  favor  of 
Op(»lika  a<::^ainst  Auburn,  Cusseta,  Youngsboro',  and  Gold 
Hill  than  tlioro  is  for  Opelika  to  complain  of  discrimination 
in  favor  of  Monti^omerv  and  C'olumbus.  The  circumstances 
and  conditions  which  cause  the  difference  in  the  rates  be- 
tween Op(^lika  and  the  cities  of  Montgomery  and  Columbus 
are  more  potent  and  forcible  than  any  that  could  be  shown 
in  favor  of  Opelika  as  against  its  neighbouring  towns." 

The  answer  of  the  Columbus  and  Western  Railroad 
Company,  by  E.  P.  Alexander,  president,  contains  the  fol- 
lowing : 

"Montgomery,  situated  on  the  Alabama  river,  and  Co- 
lumbus, situated  on  the  Chattahoochee  river,  have  lower 
rates  than  Opelika.  The  reason  is  very  plain  ;  the  railroads 
there  have  water  competition,  and  are  compelled  to  meet  ;*:. 
The  rates  to  Opelika  are  made  by  adding  to  the  rates  at 
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Montgomery  or  Columbus  a  line  of  rates  we  call  the  *  Ball 
Arbitraries,'  as  they  were  suggested  by  Colonel  Ball,  one  of 
the  State  Kailroad  Commissioners  of  Alabama.  They  are 
less  than  the  local  rates  which  generally  prevail  on  tlie  rail- 
roads in  that  State. 

"  Opelika  wishes  them  still  further  reduced.  I  am  pre- 
pared to  say  that  I  am  not  unwilling  to  reduce  them  so  far 
as  Opelika  is  concerned,  if  I  may  by  allowed  to  reduce  them 
to  Opelika  without  making  the  reduction  general  to  all 
other  stations  upon  the  line  of  the  Columbus  and  Western 
railroad." 

The  case  was  assigned  for  hearing  by  the  Commission  on 
October  19,  1887,  at  which  time  the  complainants  were  pre- 
sent and  were  heard.  The  defendants  were  not  present,  but 
had  admitted  receipts  of  notice  of  assignment  of  the  case  for 
that  date.  The  general  subject  of  the  rates  at  Opelika  had 
been  previously  brought  before  the  Commission  at  its  ses- 
sion in  Atlanta,  Ga.,  on  April  28,  1887,  when  Mr.  Harwell, 
one  of  the  present  complainants,  testified  at  considerable 
length  and  was  cross-examined  by  Mr.  Alexander.  The 
latter  geniloman  also  referred  to  the  subject  in  the  argument 
which  he  made  before  the  Commission  at  that  time  as  Pre- 
sident of  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  Georgia.  The 
proceedings  at  Atlanta  are  referred  to  in  the  petition  in  the 
pending  case.  The  Commission  understand  that  the  defend- 
ants are  content  to  submit  the  controversy  upon  the  proofs 
and  arguments  laid  before  the  Commission  at  Atlanta  and  ap- 
pearing in  the  record  of  the  present  proceedings. 

The  facts  found  are  as  follows  :  Opelika  is  a  town  of  about 
3,500  inhabitants,  located  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  State  of 
Alabama,  109  miles  from  Atlanta  and  6C)  miles  from  Mont- 
gomery. The  road  from  Atlanta  to  Montgomery,  through 
Opelika,  is  composed  of  the  Atlanta  and  West  Point  Railroad 
and  the  Western  Railway  of  Alabama,  which  connect  at  West 
Point,  on  the  State  line,  and  are  operated  as  a  continuous 
line  from  Atlanta  to  Montgomery  by  the  same  management. 
C-olumbus,  Ga.,  is  situated  29  miles  southeast  of  Opelika,  on 
the  Columbus  and  Western  railroad,  which  is  a  part  of  the 
Central  Railroad  of  Georgia  system,  extending  from  Savan- 
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nagh  westerly  across  Georgia  into  Alabama.  The  Columbus 
and  Western  railroad  is  prolonged  through  Opelika  (where  it 
crosses  the  Western  Railway  of  Alabama)  in  a  northwesterly 
direction  towards  Birmingham,  being  operated  a  distance  of 
GO  miles  to  Goodwater.  Another  railroad,  called  the  East 
Alabama  Railway,  extends  directly  north  from  Opelika,  a 
distance  of  22  miles,  to  Buffalo,  in  Alabama. 

Opelika  is  surrounded  by  a  territory  producing  cotton  and 
consuming  provisions  and  other  products  of  the  Western 
and  Northern  States.  Columbus  is  surrounded  by  a  similar 
territory  and  is  upon  the  east  bank  of  the  Chattahoochee 
river,  which  at  that  point  is  the  boundary  between  the  States 
of  Georgia  and  Alabama.  This  river  is  navigable  except  in 
the  dry  season  of  the  year. 

Montgomery,  in  the  center  of  Alabama,  is  on  the  main 
line  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad,  extending  from 
Cincinnati  to  New  Orleans.  It  is  also  reached  by  the  Central 
Raih-oad  of  Georgia,  via  Eufaula,  and  by  the  Western  Rail- 
vtiiy  of  Alabuma,  as  above  stated,  extending  through  Mont- 
gomery to  Sclma  on  the  west ;  it  is  also  situated  on  a  navigable 
stream,  lae  rates  from  the  Northern  and  Western  States  to 
Montgomery  hy  the  Louisville  and  Nashville,  via  Birming- 
ham, and  by  the  Western  Railway  of  Alabama,  via  Atlanta, 
are  the  saiiic?  ;  and  are  considerably  less  than  the  rates  from 
the  Northia-n  and  Western  States  to  Opelika.  The  rates  from 
th(?  Nortlicrn  and  AVcstern  States  to  Columbus,  by  way  of 
the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  and  Montgomery,  and 
also  by  way  of  Atlanta,  in  both  cases  passing  over  the  West- 
ern Railway  of  Alabama  to  Opelika,  thence  29  miles  over 
tlie  Columbus  and  Western  to  Columbus,  are  also  consider- 
ably less  than  the  rates  to  Opelika.  The  Central  Railroad 
of  Georgia  also  has  another  more  southerly  route  from  Mont- 
gomc^ry  to  Columbus,  via  Uni<m  S])ring8,  on  the  Montgomery 
and  Eufaula  Ymo.  T]w  Central  Railroad  Company  of  Georgia 
also  controls  the  W(.\storn  Railway  of  Alabama  as  part  of  its 
general  systc^n,  so  that  the  rat(^s  to  both  Opelika  and  Colum- 
bus are  ]ua(tically  established  by  that  company,  of  which 
Mr.  Alexander  is  president ;  and  at  Montgomery  by  that 
company  acting  in  harmony  with  the  Louisville  and  Nash- 
ville Railroad  Company.  -  — 
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For  example,  it  appears  tliat  the  rates  from  Cincinnati  are 
as  follows : 

To—                      1  2  34  5CABCDEIIF 

Montgoraory 108  10*2  88     71  59    47     32    :J3     32    28     52    o7     50 

Columbus 117  102  5)1     70  03    52     32    40     35     31     54     50     02 

Opelika 150  120  107     5)0  75     02    40    28    43     37     00    82     1)0 

Cusseta  is  a  station  on  the  Western  Railway  of  Alabama 
eleven  miles  northeast  of  Opelika.  A  Montgomery  jobber 
can  purchase  first  class  goods  in  Cincinnati,  have  them  ship- 
ped to  Montgomery  for  $1.08,  then  back  to  Cusseta  for  53 
cents — total,  $1.61 — passing  through  Opelika  twice  in  so 
doing.  An  Opelika  jobber  would  pay  on  the  same  goods 
1.50  from  Cincinnati  to  Opelika  and  '22  cents  from  Opelika 
back  to  Cusseta,  making  a  total  of  SI. 72.  Dadeville  is  a 
station  on  the  Columbus  and  Western  Extension  thirty  miles 
northwest  from  Opelika.  A  Colunilnis  jobber  can  purchase 
first-class  goods  at  Cincinnati,  paying  to  Columbus  $1.17  ; 
thence  to  Dadeville,  6G  cents ;  total,  $1.83,  passing  through 
Opelika  in  both  directions.  The  Opelika  jobber  would  pay 
on  the  same  goods  :  Cincinnati  to  Opelika,  $1.50  ;  Opelika  to 
Dadeville,  59  cents  ;  total,  $2.09.  The  rate  on  flour  from  St. 
Louis  to  Montgomery  is  59  cents  ])er  ])arrel  by  way  of  Bir- 
mingham or  by  way  of  Atlanta,  while  the  Opelika  rate  is  90 
cents  and  the  Columbus  rate  76  cents.  The  rate  from  Mont- 
gomery to  La  Grange,  Ga.,  through  0})elika,  is  64  cents, 
which,  added  to  59  cents,  makes  a  charge  of  $1.23  as  the  rate 
a  Montgomery  jobber  can  handle  flour  at  La  Grange.  The 
rate  from  Opelika  to  La  Grange  is  42  cents,  making  $1.32  as 
the  rate  the  Opelika  jobber  can  handle  flour  at  La  Grange, 
with  132  miles  shorter  haul.  The  present  rate  from  New 
York  to  Opelika  is  $1.65,  first-class ;  to  Montgomery,  66  miles 
further,  through  Opelika,  $1.00.  The  rate  on  cotton  is  52 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  from  Opelika  to  Savannah,  Ga. ; 
from  Montgomery  and  Columbus  to  Savannah  the  rate  is  45 
cents  per  hundred  pounds.  No  through  rate  is  stated  and 
no  through  bills  of  lading  are  issued  on  cotton  from  Opelika 
to  New  Orleans.  In  order  to  ship  cotton  to  New  Orleans  a 
local  rate  of  27  cents  to  Montgomery  is  charged,  and  the 
cotton  has  to  be  rebilled  from  that  point. 


W.  0.  HARWELL,  ETC.,  V.  THE  COLUMBUS  &  W.  B  CO.,  ETC.      241 

Tlie  foregoing  illustrations  are  examples  of  the  rates  made 
on  every  class  of  merchandise  from  and  to  all  noi*them  and 
Avestern  points  and  the  seaboard.  Upon  the  foregoing  facts 
there  seems  to  be  no  question  but  that  the  charge  of  dis-- 
crimination  against  Opelika  and  in  favor  of  Columbus  and 
Montgomcny  is  substantiated.  Indeed,  this  is  not  denied  by 
the  defendants,  who,  however,  claim  that  the  discnmination 
is  founded  upon  grounds  which  render  it  not  unjust.  The 
practical  result  in  this  case  is  the  natural  one,  namely,  that 
the  Opelika  merchants  have  been  unable  to  successfully  com- 
pete with  the  merchants  of  the  rival  towns  in  tlieir  efToiis  to 
make  Opelika  a  distributing  point.  The  value  of  real  estate 
has  largely  decreased.  The  business  of  handling  cotton  for 
sales  abroad  has  been  diverted  to  other  towns  to  a  great 
extent,  and  the  town,  although  the  most  important  in  popu- 
lation and  location  on  the  line  between  Atlanta  and  Mont- 
gomery, has  not  held  its  own  in  the  progress  of  the  last 
decade,  but  has  been  outstripped  by  its  competitors  and 
practicall}'  left  Ix^hind. 

The  considerations  upon  which  the  defendants  attempt  to 
justifv  tlioir  treatment  of  this  community  involve  broader 
cpiestions  than  those  presented  by  the  present  rates  between 
two  or  tlir(?e  nei^^hboring  towns  and  cities.  The  question 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  defendants  cannot  be  considered 
without  enterini^  to  sonu^  extent  upon  the  method  under 
which  fr<Mght  rates  are  made  in  the  Southern  States,  as  re- 
hxicil  to  the  rrHiuircnnents  of  the  fcmrth  section  of  the  Act  to 
re^ilate  cc/nimcrce.  Their  position  amounts,  in  substance, 
to  this :  Tliat  they  admit  that  the  rates  to  Montgomery  and 
Columbus  iiro  mndo.  h^ss  for  the  longer  haul  than  to  inter- 
mediate points  on  the  same  line  of  road,  but  that  they  are 
justified  in  so  making  them  by  reason  of  the  water  competi- 
tion which  exists  at  those  points  and  which  compels  the 
establishment  of  very  much  lower  rates  than  naturally  would 
be  made,  while  they  claim  that  the  rates  to  intermediate 
points  are  reasonable  and  just ;  but  they  say,  in  substance, 
that  what  th(^  merchants  of  Opelika  desire  is  the  establish- 
ment in  their  favor  of  another  competing  point  or   *^  trade 
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center'*  at  wliich  the  rates  shall  be  materially  lower  than  to 
intermediate  points  on  the  same  line,  thus  inviting  them  to 
commit  a  still  farther  breach  of  the  letter  of  the  fourth  sec- 
tion without  the  justification  of  water  competition,  which 
exists  in  respect  to  the  other  places  named.  This  they  sa}- 
they  are  not  willing  to  do,  insisting  that  Opelika  cannot  be 
properly  treated  otherwise  than  as  a  local  station  on  the  line 
of  the  W^tem  Railway  of  Alabama;  and,  not  having  the 
advantages  of  water  competition,  cannot  ask  the  railroads 
arbitrarily  to  give  them  such  advantages  as  they  would  have 
if  located  upon  a  navigable  stream. 

Another  complication  is  found  in  a  circumstance  referred 
to  in  Mr.  Gabbett's  answer,  namely,  that  this  controvei*sy  is 
one  of  long  standing,  which,  in  1884,  was  made  the  subject 
of  investigation  by  the  State  Bailroad  Commissioners  of 
Alabama,  who  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  law  under  which 
they  were  acting  required  more  liberal  treatment  of  Opelika 
on  the  part  of  the  roads.  The  arrangement  which  was  then 
made  was  not  satisfactory  to  Opelika,  although  a  concession 
to  some  extent  was  instituted.  It  appears  that  a  system  of 
arbitrary  figures,  called  the  "Ball  Arbitrarios,"  was  then 
established,  whereby  the  Opelika  rate  was  made  by  adding 
these  arbitrary  figures  to  the  rates  to  Montj^omory  or  Colum- 
bus, the  result  being  that,  although  the  Opolika  rates  were 
considerably  higher  than  the  rates  at  tlioso  j)oints,  n(^verthe- 
less  they  were  somewhat  lower  than  the  rates  at  the  adjoining 
points  it  its  vicinity.  Thus,  for  exam})l(»,  the  ratos  furnished 
the  Commission  by  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Eailroad 
Company  from  Louisville,  Kentucky,  in  effect  from  August 
20th,  1887,  show  the  following  on  flour  per  barrel : 
To- 

Montgomory,  Ala.,  52  cts. 
Columbus,  Qa.,         68 


Eufaula,  Ala., 

58 

Atlanta,  Ga., 

54 

Opolika,  Ala., 

72 

Auburn,     ** 

90 

Salem,       ** 

92 

Cusseta,     ** 

91 

Dadeville  ** 

110 

Seven  miles  west  of  Opolika. 

Ten milessoutheast  of  Opolika,  towards CoVmb's 

NinemiloBnorthoastofOpolika,towar(ls  Atlanta. 

Thirty  miles  northwest  of  Opolika,  on  the  Col- 
^  „  ,         ^,  umbus  and  Western  Extonsion. 

BuCfelo,  07    "    Twenty-two    miles  north  of  Opelika,  on  the 

East  Alabama  Railroad. 
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From  these  examples  which  illustrate  the  rates  on  every 
commodity  to  all  points,  similarly  situated,  it  is  apparent 
that  while  the  rates  to  Opelika  are  considerably  higher  than 
the  rates  to  Montgomery,  Columbus,  and  Eufaida,  they  are 
nevertheless,  considerably  lower  than  the  rates  to  the  neigh- 
boring points  in  every  direction.  In  other  words,  Opelika 
is  now  treated  by  the  railroad  companies  to  some  extent  as 
a  competing  point  or  trade  center  as  against  the  surrounding 
towns,  but  does  not  receive  this  treatment  to  a  sufficient  ex- 
tent to  enable  it  to  compete  with  other  distributing  .points, 
or  to  satisfy  the  desires  of  its  citizens ;  and  while  the  rail- 
road companies  say  that  they  cannot  properly  give  Opelika 
further  concessions  in  rates,  by  reason  of  the  unfairness  to 
the  neighboring  points  which  such  concessions  would  in- 
volve, nevertheless  they  admit  that  they  are  making  such 
concessions  at  the  present  time  to  a  considerable  extent. 
Mr.  Alexander's  answer  is  very  explicit  in  its  statement  that 
he  is  not  unwilling  to  reduce  the  Opelika  rates,  provided  he 
may  do  so  without  making  the  reduction  general  to  all  other 
stations,  while  Mr.  Gabbett's  answer  is  equally  explicit  in 
showing  that  Oj^elika  already  enjoys  large  advantages  over 
Gold  Hill,  Youngsboro',  Auburn,  Cusseta,  and  its  neighbor- 
ing towns  generally. 

That  this  result  is  the  natural  outcome  of  that  system  of 
rate-making  which  the  Interstate  commerce  law  found  in 
force  upon  most  of  the  railroads  of  the  Southern  States  is 
iidmitted  by  Mr.  Gabbott,  who,  in  his  answer,  says,  **  Sam- 
ples can  be  found  all  throughout  the  South  similar  to  that 
of  Opelika,  where  rival  roads  have  not  reduced  the  rates  to 
an  undesirable  figure.  None  of  such  points  can  get  freight 
from  the  West  and  s(^ll  to  any  station  beyond  them  at  as 
low  an  aggregate  as  Montgomery,  Columbus,  and  Selma  can  ; 
nor  can  the  rates  be  constructed  to  allow  this  without  mak- 
ing the  rates  to  all  railroad  stations  in  the  State  the  same, 
which  would  destroy  the  railroad  property  in  this  State." 

It  was  in  view  of  cases  like  the  present  that  the  opinion 
of  the  Commission,  in  deciding  upon  the  application  of  the 
Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company  for  relief  under 
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the  fourth  section  of  the  Act,  discussed  the  subject  of  trade 
centers "  in  the  South,  using,  among  other  things,  the  fol- 
lowing language  :  *'  The  prevalence  of  such  ideas  and  the 
acting  upon  them  in  making  freight  tariffs  give  to  railroad 
managers  a  power  of  determining  within  certain  limits  what 
towns  shall  be  trade  centers  and  what  their  relative  advan- 
tages ;  and  while  it  may  be,  as  they  assert  it  is,  that,  in  decid- 
ing upon  rates  under  the  pressure  of  the  competition  of  trade 
centers,  they  endeavor  to  do  justice  between  them,  yet,  as 
they  do  not  at  the  same  time  feel  a  like  pressure  from  non- 
competitive points,  it  is  obvious  that  justice  to  such  points 
is  in  great  danger  of  being  overlooked,  and  it  is  altogether 
likely  that  it  is  to  some  extent. 

"  One  result  is  that  towns  recognized  by  railroad  managers 
as  trade  centers  come  to  be  looked  upon  as  towns  with  spe- 
cial advantages,  and  other  towns  strive  for  recognition  as 
such,  and  complain,  perhaps,  of  injustice  when  they  fail." 

The  system  of  ratemaking  in  tlie  Southern  States,  which 
was  quite  generally  operative  when  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce took  effect,  and  which  is  still  employed  upon  the  ¥oads 
here  in  question,  is  this :  Certain  large  cities  and  towns  situ- 
ated on  the  coast  at  interior  river  points  and  at  railroad 
junctions  are  called  competitive,  and  receive  quite  low  rates 
on  all  interstate  traffic  ;  all  other  stations  are  called  local, 
and  are  charged  much  higher  rates.  The  rates  to  local  points 
are  made  by  adding  to  the  competitive  rate  at  the  nearest 
competitive  point  the  local  rate  from  that  point.  These 
local  rates  are  ascertained  upon  a  short-distance  mileage 
basis,  frequently  by  using  the  table  established  or  approved 
by  State  Railroad  Commissioners.  Tlie  intermediate  or  local 
stations  are  "  given  the  benefit  "  of  what  is  called  the  lowest 
combination — that  is,  if  the  rate  to  the  competitive  point, 
plus  the  local  rate  to  the  given  point  beyond,  exceeds  the 
rate  to  the  next  competitive  point,  plus  the  local  rate  back  to 
the  given  point,  the  latter  rate  is  taken. 

Thus  between  every  two  competitive  points  the  graphic 
representation  of  the  rates  upon  paper  would  show  a  rise, 
increasing  rapidly  until  the  highest  point  is  reached  at  some 
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station  intermediate,  and  then  descending  as  rapidly  to  the 
other  end  of  the  line.  Under  this  system,  the  rates  on  first- 
class  freif]jht  from  Louisville  to  the  various  stations  on  tho 
road  between  Atlanta  and  Montgomery  are  as  follows  (Louis- 
ville and  Nashville  Eailroad  Company  Tariff,  August  20, 1887; 
distance  Louisville  to  Atlanta,  476  miles ;  Louisville  to  Mont- 
gomery, 490  miles) : 

Distance 
Station.  Rate,      from 

Atlanta. 

Atlanta $1  07  Miles, 

East  Point 1  23  6 

Fairburn 1  81  18 

Palmetto 1  36  25 

Nowman 1  39  89 

Grantvillo 1  47  61 

Hogansville 1  47  68 

La  Grange 1  54  71 

Gabljottville 1  54  80 

West  Point ^ 1  58  87 

Cusseta 1  51  98 

Opelika 1  30  109 

Auburn 1  45  116 

Loachapoka 1  43  123 

Notasulga 1  41  129 

(^hehaw 1  36  136 

Cowles 1  30  145 

Shorter's 1  26  152 

Mount  Meigs 1  20  161 

Montgonieiy 98  175 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  rates  to  points  between  Montgom- 
ery and  Atlanta  (except  Opc^lika,  which  is  treated  exception- 
ally) are  made  by  addinjj;  the  local  rates  to  the  rate  of  one  of 
said  special  points  or  '*  trade  centers;"  and  that  the  rates  are 
highest  at  La  Grange  and  Gabbett\dlle,  about  midway  of  tho 
tocal  distance,  where  they  are  59  per  cent,  higher  than  at 
Montgomery.  The  evidence  before  us  shows  that  business 
from  Louisville  for  these  local  points  is  about  as  likely  to  go 
through  Montgomery  as  through  Atlanta.  The  rate  either 
way  is  the  same,  and  so  of  all  other  Northern  and  Western 
])oints.  The  disproportion  of  the  charges  made  to  the  above 
(inumoratcd  local  points  in  the  last  few  miles  of  a  500-mile 
haul  is  obvious. 

It  is  true  that  in  this  instance  the  freight  is  received  at 
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Atlanta  or  at  Montgomery  by  a  new  carrier,  but  the  same 
system  is  applied  in  case  a  so-called  competitive  point  in 
passed  on  the  line  of  the  same  carrier. 

In  the  distance  tariff  furnished  by  the  Railroad  Commis- 
sion of  Georgia  the  increase  in  the  tariff  on  first-class  freight 
between  400  and  420  miles  is  three  cents,  while  the  charge 
for  a  single  haul  of  20  miles  is  twenty  cents  ;  yet  on  freight 
from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  East  Point,  the  Atlanta  and  West 
Point  Railroad  Company  adds  to  the  Atlanta  rate  as  much 
as  it  charges  upon  freight  to  East  Point  which  originates  in 
Atlanta,  and  so  of  all  other  stations  on  its  line  ;  and  the 
Central  Railroad  Company  of  Georgia,  in  making  a  rate 
from  Savannah  to  the  West  wholly  on  its  own  road — for  in- 
stance, to  Salem,  Alabama — charges  the  established  "  com- 
petitive "  rate  to  Columbus,  292  miles,  and  adds  thereto  the 
local  rate  for  19  miles,  Columbus  to  Salem  ;  thus,  on  ferti- 
lizers, per  ton,  $3.00  plus  $1.40=--  $4.40,  Savannah  to  Salem; 
being  $3.00  for  292  miles,  to  which  is  added  $1.40  for  the 
last  19  miles  of  the  haul,  making  $4.40  total  rate. 

Under  the  use  of  this  system  the  railroads  have  to  a  very 
large  extent  absorbed  the  business  which  in  the  past  was 
done  by  steamboats  at  competitive  points,  and  this  is  true 
at  Columbus,  one  of  the  points  in  question,  as  to  which  it  is 
said  in  the  answer  "  the  water  competition  on  Western  prod- 
ucts by  steamboats  has  practically  ceased  during  the  past 
three  or  four  years,  owing  to  the  reduction  of  rates  by  rail 
lines  to  that  point  from  the  West ;  but  should  the  rates  bo 
raised  from  the  West  to  Columbus  competition  would  again 
ensue  similar  to  what  it  was  prior  to  1881."  Thus  it  is  claimed 
generally  that  rates  to  these  competing  points  cannot  be 
raised  without  endangering  the  business  of  the  roads,  while 
rates  at  intermediate  points  cannot  be  lowered  without  seri- 
ous embarrassment  of  their  revenue.  As  has  been  seen  above, 
Opolika  is**  neither  fish  nor  fowl."  Its  treatment  has  not 
been  consistent,  nor  has  it  been  satisfactory  either  to  the  rail- 
roads or  its  citizens.  It  does  not  receive  the  low  rates  of  the 
made  centers,  nor  are  the  high  rates  charged  at  intermediate 
points  exacted.  It  urgently  desires  to  become  a  trade  center, 
and  insists  that  its  situation  as  a  branching  point  for  several 
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railroads  is  one  that  entitles  it  to  such  consideration,  evQn  at 
the  expense  of  the  neighboring  communities ;  while  raikoads 
have  been  unwilling  to  concede  to  it  any  other  position  than 
that  conceded  to  local  points  between  competitive  points, 
using  the  fact  of  the  injustice  to  neighboring  communities  as 
an  excuse  in  this  behalf. 

It  was  the  hope  of  the  Commission  after  the  announcement 
on  June  15,  1887,  of  its  decision  upon  the  subject  of  the 
application  of  the  fourth  section  in  the  Louisville  and  Nash- 
ville case,  that  the  railroads  in  the  South,  as  well  as  in  other 
l)arts  of  the  Union,  would  endeavor  to  reform  their  tariff 
schedules  so  as  to  bring  them  gradually  into  conformity  with 
the  general  provision  of  the  law.  It  was  said  in  that  opinion 
that  "  our  observation  and  investigations  so  far  made  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  strict  conformity  to  the  general  rule  is 
possible  in  large  sections  of  the  country  without  material  in- 
jury to  either  public  or  private  interests ;  and  that  in  other 
sections  the  exceptions  can  be  made  and  ought  to  be  made 
much  loss  numerous  than  they  have  been  hitherto,  and  that 
when  exceptions  are  admitted  the  charges  should  be  less  dis- 
proportionate." 

Since  the  promulgation  of  that  opinion  and  the  full  an- 
nouncement of  the  views  of  the  Commission  therein  made 
concerning  tlie  construction  of  the  fourth  section,  the  tariffs 
wliich  are  being  daily  received  show  that  a  reconstruction 
of  the  rates  has  been  going  on  continually,  with  more  or  less 
effort  to  bring  the  same  into  harmony  with  the  views  then 
expresstnl.  This  effort  has  been  observable  upon  many  of 
the  roads  of  the  Southern  States,  as  well  as  in  other  portions 
of  the  country. 

Th(?  Coiinnission  has  failed  to  observe  upon  the  lines  con- 
trolled by  thcrciitralEoilroad  Company  of  Georgia  any  decided 
effort  towards  a  reconstruction  of  its  rates  in  the  directions  sug- 
gested by  its  l'(H'iiH»r  oj)inion  as  required  in  order  to  conform 
to  the  juovisioiis  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  So  far  as  the 
observation  ofthe  Coniinission  goes,  the  system  in  force  prior 
to  April  T),  18.S7.  is  still  substantially  maintained  upon  that  line. 
The  old  trade  c«'ntor  rates  are  made  to  "competing  points," 
and  the  local  rates  to  interior  points  are  added  as  before. 
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It  is  possible  that  the  irreguhirities  and  inequalities  in 
existing  tariffs  caniKJt  be  made  entirely  to  disappear  without 
a  general  readjustment  of  the  arrangements  under  which 
traflSc  is  interchanged,  involving  the  adoption  of  a  new  sys- 
tem of  the  division  of  earnings  between  connecting  lines,  and 
a  new  system  of  making  rates  ;  but  the  Commission  is  satis- 
fied that  vei-y  extelisive  inii)rovements  are  possible  at  once, 
and  that  very  material  changes  in  the  present  methods  are 
required  by  the  law. 

These  suggestions  arise  directly  from  the  position  taken 
by  the  defendants  in  their  answers.  It  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  Commission  to  dispose  of  such  questions  hastily,  nor 
in  the  abscMice  of  a  distinct  understanding  that  they  are  pre- 
sented for  consideration  and  adjudication. 

In  disposing  of  the  present  petition  it  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  complainants  charge  a  violation  only  of  the 
second  mid  third  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce; 
but  in  attempting  to  justify  the  discriminations  adopted  and 
enforced  iji  the  Opelika  rates  the  defendants  claim  that  what 
are  sty1<'«l  competitive  rates  are  too  low  upon  any  view  ex- 
cept that  they  are  forced  upon  the  roads  by  water  competion; 
that  the  roads  would  raise  them  and  equalize  their  rates 
generally  but  for  that  fact,  which  prevents  their  doing  so, 
and  that  it  is  not  unjust  discrimination  or  undue  or  unrea- 
sonable prejudice,  which  is  based  upon  physical  facts  and 
which  recognizes  only  natural  diversities  of  situation. 

The  weight  of  these  claims  have  been  conceded  by  the 
Commission  in  the  case  above  referred  to.  Dissimilar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  it  was  said,  may  be  made  out  by 
**  the  existence  of  actual  competition,  which  is  of  controlling 
force,  in  respect  to  traffic  important  in  amount."  Those 
words  W'jre  chosen  with  care,  and  the  limitations  wliich  they 
suggest  are  applicable  when  the  controlling  force  of  water 
competition  is  invoked  in  respect  to  the  second  and  third 
sections  of  the  act,  as  well  as  in  respect  to  the  fourth.  The 
Commission,  in  expressing  the  result  reached,  named  as  an 
■exceptional  circumstance,  to  be  proved  if  existent,  the  fact 
•of  "  actual  competition  '* — not  possible  competition  likely  to 
arise  if  rates  are  raised — "  of  controlling  force  " — not  when 
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the  rail  line  is  the  controlling  force,  but  when  the  competing 
water  line  is  able  to  dictate  rates  which  will  control  the 
traffic  unless  met  by  the  railroad — "  in  respect  to  traffic  im- 
portant in  amount" — not  AViien  competition  in  a  single  di- 
rection or  for  the  transportation  of  a  single  article  or  class  of 
articles  exists,  but  general  competition  of  the  character  stated, 
controlling  the  carriage  of  the  traffic  on  which  the  discrim- 
ination is  made. 

As  has  been  said,  the  answer  of  the  Columbus  and  West- 
ern Railroad  Companj',  speaking  of  the  lower  rates  now  en- 
joyed by  Montgomery  and  Columbus,  says :  '*  The  reason  is 
very  jJain  ;  the  railroads  have  water  competition  and  are 
compelled  to  meet  it."  But  that  fact,  without  more,  has  not 
been  held  sufficient  to  justify  the  lesser  charge  for  the  greater 
distance,  much  less  to  justify  the  making  of  such  tariffs  as 
have  been  appied  on  the  roads  in  question.  The  results  are 
abnormal,  not  only  at  Opelika,  but  all  along  the  line.  They 
are  simply  less  'disproportionate  at  Opelika  than  at  other 
points  in  its  vicinity.  There  is  no  proof  now  before  the 
Commission  of  actiml  competition,  of  controlling  force,  at 
Columbus.  The  evidence  is  to  the  contrary.  Were  it  not 
for  the  knowknlgc  heretofore  acquired  by  the  Commission 
respecting  the  compc^titive  factors  at  Montgomery,  it  could 
hardly  be  claimcMl  that  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  justifica- 
tion is  showi).  The  Commissiim  is  aware  that  an  independ- 
ent and  active^  lino  of  riv(»r  steamers  connects  that  point  with 
the  Atlantic  seaboard  via  Mobile.  How  the  defendants  would 
attoni])t  to  justify  such  a  dis])arity  of  rates  as  exists,  for  ex- 
jxmphs  l>etw(Hin  Cowlos  and  La  Grange,  or  even  between  Ope- 
lika and  La  Grange,  is  not  made  manifest  in  this  case. 

As  the  case  is  now  ])resented  it  seems  clear  that  Opelika 
and  other  placets  in  its  vicinity  are  iinjustly  discriminated 
against,  undcu*  the  system  of  rate-making  now  in  force;  but 
it  is  not  so  clear  that  any  relief  can  be  given  to  Opelika  upon 
i\w  present  ])etiti(m. 

It  would  ti^nd  to  a  correction  of  the  discrimination  if  the 
interst;»te  ratios  to  Columbus  and  Montgomery  should  bo 
raised,  li^avin^  interiiKMliate  rates  as  the}'^  are  ;  but  we  do  not 
understand  that  this  is  asked  or  expected  by  the  petitioners^ 
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and  we  should  not  be  willing  to  entertain  such  a  suggestion 
Avithout  awarding  to  the  communities  to  be  affected  the  op- 
])ortunity  of  being  heard  thereon. 

It  is  evident  that  the  petitioners  in  their  evidence  and  in 
their  proposed  relief  are  proceeding  upon  an  assumption  that 
the  existing  system  is  founded  in  the  nature  of  things  and 
is  to  be  perpetuated.  Under  that  system  there  are  trade 
centers  which  enjoy  special  privileges,  and  Opelika  deserves 
to  be  entitled  to  be  pbiced  in  that  class  and  to  enjoy  like 
privileges.  It  does  not  explicitely  ask  to  have  the  lonj^-and- 
short-haul  clause  of  the  statute  enforced,  and  it  is  doubtful 
whether  its  enforcement  would  be  for  the  interest  of  the 
merchants  of  Opelika. 

What  the  petitioners  ask  is  that  the  discrimination  against 
their  town  in  favor  of  Montgomery  and  Columbus  be  stopped. 
AVhat  they  mean  is  that  the  rates  at  Opelika  be  reduced ;  but 
the  order  which  they  seek  woukl  increase  the  existing  dis- 
crimination under  the  Ball  Arbitraries  in  favor  of  Opelika, 
as  against  the  local  points  on  each  side  of  it;  this  the  Commis- 
sion cannot  now  consent  to  direct.  The  relief  of  Opelika,  in 
order  to  do  no  injustice  to  other  points  and  to  involve  no 
violation  of  law  in  granting  it,  must  be  attended  with  a  're- 
adjustment so  general  that  other  interests  and  localities 
should  be  first  heard  and  their  respective  claims  consid- 
ered. 

If  the  Commission  were  to  grant  such  an  order  as  the 
petitioners  desire,  it  might  be  understood,  in  view  of  existing 
conditions  and  of  the  position  taken  in  defendant's  answer, 
to  decide  that  the  circumstances  prevailing  in  the  district 
about  Opelika  are  such  as  to  justify  making  that  city  an  ex- 
<»eption  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, as  against  the  local  stations  about  it ;  but  no  oraer 
can  be  made  in  this  case  at  the  present  time  which  shall 
nutliorize  such  an  exception  for  two  very  obvious  reasons  : 
First,  tlio  question  whether  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
are  exceptional  in  fact  to  an  extent  that  would  warrant  an 
order  was  not  presented  by  the  petition  in  the  case,  and  no 
proofs  upon  that  subject  are  before  us  showing  any  ground 
for  such  exception ;  second,  the  points  that  would  be  injuri- 
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ottsly  affected  by  such  an  order  are  not  before  the  Commis- 
sion and  have  no  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

In  view  of  what  has  been  above  said,  it  may  be  that  the  defend- 
ants will  recognize  the  necessity  of  making  a  revision  of  their 
rates  with  a  view  to  lessen  the  discrepancy  between  the  rates  at 
Montgomery  and  Columbus  and  those  at  intermediate  points. 
Should  they  do  so  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  complainants  no 

further  proceedings  iipon  this  petition  will  be  necessary. 
Uut  if  that  is  not  done  and  complainants  desire  to  proceed 

further  they  should  be  allowed  to  amend  their  petition  so 
as  to  set  out  the  facts  on  which  they  claim  for  themselves 
lower  rates  than  are  given  to  towns  nearer  Atlanta,  Mont- 
gomery, and  Columbus.  The  Commission  will  then  make 
an  order  for  notifying  the  localities  to  be  affected  and  for 
further  hearing  upon  the  questions  so  presented.  If  the 
general  subject  of  freight  rates  from  points  in  other  States 
to  the  various  points  on  the  line  of  the  defendants'  roads,  in- 
cluding Opelika,  is  to  be  brought  before  the  Commission,  the 
petition  may  be  so  ammended  as  to  distinctly  so  state,  for 
defendant's  action  would  be  materially  influenced  by  the 
nature  of  the  relief  asked,  and  the  other  towns  could  also  be 
advised  of  the  matters  jiending  affecting  their  interests  ;  and 
if,  on  the  other  hand,  coiiiplainants  shall  see  fit  to  ask  for  a 
strict  onforccmont  of  the  long-and-short-haul  clause  as 
against  Columbus  and  Montgomery,  or  either,  they  will  still 
need  an  amendment  to  their  petition,  and  in  that  case  the 
towns  which  are  now  favored  with  the  lower  charges  on  the 
shorter  hauls  could  be  given  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 

The  (complaint  makes  an  independent  point  of  the  treat- 
juont  to  which  Opelika  is  subjected  by  the  carriers  in  respeci 
to  the  article  of  cotton.  It  is  said  that  the  rate  from  Ope- 
lika to  Savannah  via  Columbus  and  the  Georgia  Central  is 
Wl  cents  p(u*  hundred,  while  the  rate  to  the  same  point  by  the 
saiiH^  syst(Mn  from  both  Montgomery  and  Columbus  is  but 
45  c(  iits.  Th(^  caus(»s  and  methods  operating  to  produce 
this  r(»sult  are  the  sam(^  above  described  and  commented  on. 
It  is  furtluu-  s.iid  that  Opelika  has  no  through  rate  to  New 
Orleans  at  all  on  cotton,  and  can  get  none  from  the  railroad 
authorities,  although  it  has  good  and  ample  facilities  for  the 
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liandliiig  of  cotton,  and  formerly  shipped  26,000  bales  per 
year,  now  reduced  to  from  12,000  to  15,000  bales.  The  rate 
on  cotton  from  Montgomery  to  New  Orleans  is  45  cents  per 
Imndred,  and  tlie  local  rate  chargeil  Opelika  on  cotton  to 
•Montgomery  is  27  cents,  making  72  cents  to  New  Orleans, 
which  shuts  the  door  against  that  market,  leaving  it  only  the 
Savannah  outlet. 

These  facts  arc  not  denied  by  the  defendants.  All  that 
we  have  ui)on  this  subject  from  them  is  contained  in  the 
following  2)aragraph  from  the  answer  filed  by  Mr.  Gabbett 
for  the  "Western  Kailwav  of  Alabama  : 

ft' 

"  As  to  tlie  charge  that  no  through  bills  of  lading  are  being 
issued  by  this  road  from  Opelika  to  New  Orleans,  La.,  we  would 
say  that  tliey  were  issueil  on  the  same  basis  that  freights  be- 
tween Opelika  and  other  places  were  charged,  until  a  promise 
of  rebates  or  secn^t  rates  to  some  of  the  merchants  of  Opelika 
by  certain  officers  or  agents  of  competing  lines  from  Mont- 
gomery, an  attempt  was  made  to  divert  cotton  from  its  ordin- 
ary and  j)roper  channel  to  New  Orleans,  was  communicated 
to  this  company. 

"  With  this  information  before  us  wc  ceased  to  give  any 
through  bills  over  the  lines  that  we  had  reason  to  believe 
were  seeking  in  an  improper  and  underhanded  way  to  draw 
freight  from  the  roads  over  which  it  would  naturally  pass.  We 
did  this,  as  we  w(*re  informed,  in  stri(*t  conformity  to  our  legal 
right,  to  become  responsible  only  beyond  our  own  line  for 
such  roads,  as  our  own  judgment  and  experience,  taught  us 
to  be  safe,  and  to  our  interest." 

This  averment  is  not  supported  by  any  proof,  and,  if  true, 
it  amounts  simply  to  this  :  that  some  undisclosed  connection 
of  the  defendant  once  made  an  offer  of  Rebates  to  iho. 
merchants  of  Opelika  for  tlur  ])urpose  of  getting  the  business 
away  from  what  defendant  considered  its  "  ordinary  and 
proper  channel  to  New  Orleans."  It  is  not  averred  that  t]ic 
lines  to  New  Orleans  will  not  now  unite  in  making  the 
usual  through  rates,  and  no  reason  whatc^ver  is  stated  wh}'' 
through  rates  and  through  bills  of  lading  on  cotton  arc  not 
given  over  the  line  which  forms  the  aforesaid  "  ordinary  and 
proper  channel." 
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It  appears  from  the  papers  in  the  case  and  from  statements 
made  on  the  hearing  that  through  rates  on  cotton  were  for- 
merly made  from  Opelika  to  New  Orleans  on  the  same  basis 
that  other  freights  were  treated,  as  above  described :  also 
tliat  after  Opolika  was  punished  in  the  manner  stated  by 
Mr.  Gabhott  for  the  efforts  of  competing  lines  to  divert  the 
traffic,  tljrough  rates  were  given  to  New  Orleans  on  cotton 
passing  Jii(x*tly  through  Opelika  from  other  points.  It  is 
not  stated  that  the  alleged  "  rebates  or  secret  rates  ""  have 
been  offered  since  the  passage  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, and  it  is  understood  that  the  through  rates  to  New 
Orleans  were  taken  away  fi'om  Opelika  some  time  before 
that  date,  and  have  not  been  restored,  although  such  rebates 
would  b(;  now  illegal.  It  is  not  even  said  that  any  Opelikft 
dealer  cvc^r  received  such  a  rebate,  but  only  that  a  "  promise  " 
of  that  nature  was  "  communicated  to  this  company." 

Through  bills  of  lading  on  cotton  are  an  important  facil- 
ity in  its  transportation  as  now  conducted ;  drafts  di'awn 
with  such  bills  of  lading  attached  are  a  basis  of  credit 
tlirougbout  the  South.  They  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  re- 
fused without  some  substantial  reason,  and  none  is  shown  here. 

From  all  the  evidence  before  the  Commission  it  finds  the 
facts  to  b(^  that  through  rates  and  througli  bills  of  lading  on 
cotton  off(^red  for  shipment  at  Opelika  for  New  Orleans  are 
unjustly  and  unreasonably  refused  by  the  defendant,  The 
AV'cstern  liailwny  of  Alabama,  while  given  by  said  road  on 
other  comuiodities  and  at  other  points  similarly  situated,  and 
wliile  said  defendant's  connec^ting  lines  making  the  route  to 
New  Orleans  are  ready  and  willing  to  imite  therein;  and  also 
that  Oj)elika  is  thereby  subjected  to  undue  and  unreasonable 
pnjudice  and  disadvantage,  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of 
the  third  scKttion  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

An  order  will  be  made  requiring  said  defendant  to  cease 
and  desist  from  such  violation  within  ten  days  after  receiving 
a  copy  of  the  same. 

The  petition  in  other  respects  is  retained,  with  leave  to 
complainants  to  file  amendments  or  an  amended  petition  in 
accordance  with  the  views  above  expressed. 


EEPORT 


OF  THE 


INTERSTATE   COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 


Hon.  Lucius  Q.  C.  Lamar, 

Secretai'y  of  the  Interior  : 

Sir  :  Tlie  undersigned,  Commissioners  appointed  under 
"  An  act  to  regulate  commerce,"  approved  February  4,  1887, 
in  discharge  of  the  duty  imposed  by  the  twenty-first  section 
of  said  act,  which  directs  the  Commission  on  or  before  the 
first  day  of  December  in  each  year  to  make  a  report  to  the 
Sticretary  of  the  Interior,  to  be  by  liim  transmitted  to  Con- 
gress ;  the  report  to  "  contain  such  information  and  data  col- 
lected by  the  Commission  as  may  be  considered  of  value  in 
the  determination  of  questions  connected  with  the  regulation 
of  commerce,  together  with  such  recommendations  as  to  ad- 
ditional legislation  relating  thereto  as  the  Commission  may 
deem  necessary,"  beg  leave  respectfully  to  report : 

TRELIMINARY. 

It  is  provided  in  the  act  referred  to  that  its  provisions 
shall  a2)ply  to — 

Any  common  (?arrioror  carriers  enpfapjed  in  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers or  profXM'ty  wholly  by  railroad,  or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by 
water  when  both  are  used,  undor  a  common  control,  management,  or  ar- 
rangement for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment  from  one  State  or  Terri- 
tory  of  the  United  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia  to  any  other  State  or 
Territory  of  the  United  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  from  any 
place  in  the  Uniteci  States  to  an  adjacent  foreign  country,  or  from  any  place 
in  the  United  States  throngh  a  for^^lgn  country  to  any  other  place  in  the 
United  Stat<»s.  and  also  to  the  transportation  in  like  manner  of  property 
shipped  from  any  place  in  the  United  States  to  a  foreign  country,  and  car- 
ried from  such  place  to  a  port  of  transhipment,  or  shipped  from  a  foreign 
country'  to  any  place  in  the  United  St^ates,  and  carried  to  such  place  from  a 
port  of  entry  either  in  the  United  States  or  an  adjacent  foreign  counti'y  • 
Pratidedy  Iwtcever^  That  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  th« 
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transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  or  to  the  recelying,  delivering^ 
storage,  or  handling  of  property  wholly  within  one  State,  and  not  shipped 
to  or  from  a  foreign  country  from  or  to  any  State  or  Territory  as  aforesaid. 

It  is  further  provided  that — 

The  term  **  railroad"  as  used  in  this  act  shall  include  all  bridges  and 
ferries  used  or  operated  in  connection  with  any  railroad,  and  also  all  the 
road  in  mn}  by  any  corporation  operating  a  railroad,  whether  owned  or  oper- 
ated under  a  contract,  agreement  or  lease  ;  and  the  term  **  transportation" 
shall  include  all  instrumentaliiies  of  shipment  or  carriage. 

Magiiitiule  of  the  Railroad  Intei'est. — The  railroad  mileage 
of  the  Uuited  Statea,  computed  to  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
1886,  of  the  compauies  respectivelj',  was  133,606.  Tlie  num- 
ber of  corporations  represented  in  this  mileage  was  1,425,  but 
by  the  consolidation  or  leasing  of  roads  the  number  of  cor- 
porations controlling  and  operating  roads  as  carriers  was  re- 
duced to  700.  It  is  estimated  that  4,380  miles  of  road  have 
been  constructed  sinc(3  the  foregoing  statistics  werie  obtain- 
ed, making  a  total  mileage  at  this  time  137,986.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  say  with  entire  accuracy  what  is  the  number  of  rail- 
road companies  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  but  it  is 
believed  th.it  not  loss  than  1,200,  operated  by  about  500  cor- 
porations as  carreers,  engage  either  regularly  or  at  times  in 
interstate  commerce,  so  as  to  make  the  act  applicable.  The 
Commission  has  as  yet  no  statistics  of  its  own  collection  to 
lay  before  the  public,  but  in  a  manual  generally  accepted  as 
r<4ial)le  the  cost  of  construction  and  equipment  of  the  133,606 
miles  of  road  is  estimated  at  $7,254,995,223,  and  the  funded 
debt  of  ih(»  companies  at  §3,882,966,330.  Interest,  according 
to  tlie  siuno  authority,  was  paid  by  these  companies  for  the 
last  fiscal  year  to  the  amount  of  $187,356,540,  and  the  aggre- 
gate  pavmc^iit  to  stockholders  in  dividends  was  $80;094,138. 

SoTiK^  i(l(\'i  of  the  magnitude  of  the  interest  which  the  act 
undertake  s  to  regidate  may  be  obtained  from  these  figurcR, 
but  tlicv  fall  far  short  of  measuring,  or  even  of  indicating, 
its  ini])(>rtance.  The  regulation  of  no  other  business  would 
conceiii  so  manv  or  such  diversilied  interests,  or  would  affect 
in  so  many  ways  the  residts  of  enterprise,  the  prosperity  of 
commercial  and  manufacturing  ventures,  the  intellectual  and 
social  intercourse  *of  the  people,  or  the  general  comfort  and 
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ronvoni^nc<^  of  the  citizen  in  his  every-day  life.  The  rail- 
roiidrf  provide  for  the  people  facilities  and  conveniences  of  a 
business  and  social  nature  which  have  become  altogether  in- 
disp/fnsab]f»,  and  the  importance  of  so  regulating  these  that 
the  best  results  may  b<^  had,  not  by  the  general  public  alone, 
but  by  the.  owners  of  railroad  propeiiy  also,  is  quite  beyond 
computation. 

REGL'L.VTION'   OF   COMMERCE — HISTORICAL. 

The  Act  to  regulate  comm(*rce  was  passed  under  the  autho- 
rity conferred  upon  Congress  by  the  Federal  Constitution 
"to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  among  the  sev- 
eral States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes,"  and  in  recognition 
of  a  duty  which,  though  long  delnyed,  had  at  length,  in  the 
opinion  of  Congress,  become  imperative.  Tl)e  reasons  for 
the  delay  are  w(dl  un<lerstood.  When  the  grant  of  this 
power  of  regulation  was  madt>  l)y  the  Constitution  the  com- 
merce between  the  States  w^hich  might  be  controlled  under  it 
was  quite  insignificant  both  in  volume  and  value.  It  was  for 
the  most  ])art  carried  on  bj^  means  of  coastwise  vessels  and 
by  water  craft  of  various  kinds  which  wn^re  sailed  or  other- 
wise propelled  on  the  lakes,  rivers  and  smaller  streams  of  the 
interior.  On  the  land  there  was  very  little  that  could  be  said 
to  rise  to  the  dignity  of  interstate  commerce,  and  the  regula- 
tion of  that  little,  as  also  of  that  which  was  exclusively  State 
traffic,  was  for  the  most  part  left  to  the  rules  of  the  common 
law.  The  exceptional  regulations,  if  any  seemed  to  be  called 
for,  were  made  by  the  State  laws.  In  a  few  cases  where 
persons  had  associated  themselves  together  as  regular  car- 
riers of  persons  on  definite  routes,  exclusive  rights  were 
granted  to  them  by  the  Stat(^s  as  such  carriers,  the  motive 
to  such  grants  being  a  belief  on  the  part  of  the  State  author- 
ities that  without  the  exclusive  privilege  the  regular  trans- 
portation would  not  be  adequately  and  reliably  provided  for. 

For  the  regulation  of  commerce  on  the  ocean  and  other 
navigable  waters  Congress  very  promptly  passed  the  neces- 
sary laws  ;  but  its  jurisdiction  withia  the  limits  of  the  States 
was  not  very  clearly  understood,  and  it  was  not  until  the 
great  case  of  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  decided  in  1824,  that  it  was 
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anthoritatively  and  finally  determined  that  tlie  waters  of  a 
State,  wLen  they  constituted  a  highway  for  fore%n  and  in- 
terstate commerce,  are,  so  far  as  concerns  such  commerce^ 
as  much  within  the  reach  of  Federal  legislation  as  are  the 
high  seas ;  and  consequently  that  exclusive  rights  for  their 
navigation  cannot  be  granted  by  States  whose  limits  embrace 
them. 

But  while  providing  from  time  to  time  for  the  regulation 
of  commerce  by  water  Congress  still  abstained  from  under- 
taking the  regulation  of  commerce  by  land.  The  reasons  for 
this  continued  to  be  the  same  as  at  the  first.  The  land  com- 
merce was  insignificant  in  amount,  and  the  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law  were  in  general  found  adequate  to  the  settlement  of 
the  questions  arising  out  of  it.  The  commerce  of  trappers 
and  hunters,  of  traders  with  the  Indians,  or  that  of  the  early 
settlors  in  the  wilderness,  needed  only  the  most  primitive 
modes  of  conveyance  ;  the  emigrant  wagon  in  one  direction 
and  the  pack-horse  and  canoe  in  the  other,  performed  in  re- 
spect to  it  the  functions  now  performed  by  the  railroad  train 
and  the  steamboat.  The  use  of  such  primitive  instrumental- 
ities required  little  regulation  by  either  state  or  national 
law.  Wiien  Congress  provided  for  the  construction  of  the 
Cumberland  road  as  a  great  national  highway  it  was  thought 
quite  undesirable  to  regulate  its  use  by  national  law  or  to 
take  national  supervision  of  the  commerce  upon  it ;  and,  with 
the  commerce  on  the  ordinary  highways,  it  was  left  to  the 
supe^rvision  and  caro  of  the  States  respectively  through  or  in- 
to which  the  road  should  be  built. 

Witli  the  application  of  steam  as  a  motive  power  for  pro- 
]M'!ling  vessels  the  conditions  were  immediately,  to  a  consid- 
erable extent,  changed.  An  impetus  was  given  to  the  internal 
commerce  of  the  country  which  promised  immense  resuUs, 
and  which  made  immediate  and  imperative  demand  for  other 
and  very  difi*erent  highways  to  those  which  accommodated 
the  pack-horses  and  heavy  wagons  of  the  early  traders  and 
settlers.  But  even  then  the  circumstances  were  favorable  to 
a  prolongation  of  State  control.  The  first  improved  high- 
ways were  turnpikes ;  the  next  in  grade  were  canals ;  but  the 
highways  by  water  as  well  as  the  highways  by  land  were  pro- 
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vided  for  by  the  States.  The  General  Government  made 
some  appropriations  for  canals  where  they  were  needed  as 
improvements  in  existing  navigation,  but  the  great  artificial 
channels  of  water  transportation  were  State  creations.  Such 
was  the  case  with  the  Erie  Canal,  which  during  the  period 
when  emigration  to  the  wilderness  was  greatest,  and  when 
improvement  in  the  new  Territories  was  most  rapid,  consti- 
tuted the  most  important  of  all  the  highways  connecting  the 
interior  with  the  seaboard.  Such  also  were  the  canals  which 
were  constructed  to  connect  the  Delaware  with  the  Hudson, 
the  Chesapeake  with  the  Ohio,  the  waters  of  Lake  Erie  with 
the  Ohio  at  Portsmouth,  at  Cincinnati,  and  at  Evansville, 
the  waters  of  Lake  Michigan  with  the  Mississippi,  and  many 
others  now  almost  forgotten,  but  which  were  of  great  tempor- 
ary importance  and  value. 

As  the  States  constructed  these  great  interstate  highways, 
it  was  not  unnatural  that  they  should  be  left  in  charge  of' the 
regulation  of  trade  upon  them,  especially  as  no  complaint 
was  made  that  their  regulations  were  unjust,  or  that  they 
discriminated  unfairly  as  against  the  citizens  or  the  business 
of  other  States.  When,  in  1830,  steam  power  began  to  be 
applied  to  the  propulsion  of  vehicles  upon  land,  the  same 
reasons  as  regards  control  continued  to  prevail.  The  roads 
constructed  for  such  vehicles  were  authorized  by  and  built 
under  the  authority  of  the  States ;  the  corporate  charters 
under  which  they  were  operated,  and  which  prescribed  the 
rights,  privileges,  and  powers  of  the  associated  owners  were 
State  laws ;  the  States  determined  for  them  the  measure  of 
their  taxation,  and  limited  if  it  seemed  politic  their  charges 
and  their  profits.  The  States  thus  touched  them  so  nearly 
in  all  their  interests  and  all  their  functions  that  Federal  in- 
tervention seemed  not  only  unnecessary  but  intrusive  unless 
State  power  should  be  abused ;  and  the  abuse  not  often 
appearing,  intervention  was  scarcely  thought  of  by  any  one. 

For  a  long  time,  therefore,  the  power  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment in  the  regulation  of  commerce  between  the  States 
was  put  forth  by  way  of  negation  rather  than  affirmatively;  that 
is  to  say,  it  was  put  forth  in  restraint  of  excessive  State 
power  when  it  appeared,  instead  of  by  way  of  affirmative 
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national  regulation.  The  national  restraint,  when  there  was 
any,  was  commonly  effected  by  invoking  the  action  of  the 
judicial  department  of  the  Government,  and  by  its  assistance 
arresting  such  State  action  as  appeared  to  constitute  an  un- 
authorized interference  with  interstate  traffic  and  intercourse. 
This  special  intervention,  whether  in  the  exercise  of  an 
original  jurisdiction,  as  in  the  Wheeling  Bridge  case,  re- 
ported in  13  Howard,  518,  or  under  an  appellate  authority, 
as  in  Ward  v.  Maryland  (12  Wallace,  418),  and  Weltan  v.  JUis- 
souri  (91  United  States  Beports,  275),  has  been  important 
and  useful  in  a  considerable  number  of  cases,  but  in  the 
nature  of  things  it  could  not  accomplish  the  purposes  of 
general  regulation.  On  the  other  hand,  the  effect  was  to 
leave  the  corporations,  into  whose  hands  the  internal  com- 
racrco  of  the  country  had  principally  fallen,  to  make  the  law 
for  themselves  in  many  important  particulars — ^the  State 
power  being  inadequate  to  complete  regulation,  and  the  na- 
tional power  not  being  put  forth  for  the  purpose. 

The  common  law  still  remained  operative,  but  there  were 
many  reasons  why  it  was  inadequate  for  the  purposes  of 
complete  regulation.  One  very  obvious  reason  was  that  the 
new  method  of  land  transportation  was  wholly  unknown  to 
the  common  law,  and  was  so  different  from  those  under  which 
common-law  rules  has  grown  up,  that  doubts  and  differences 
of  opinion  jis  to  the  extent  to  which  those  rules  could  be 
made  applicable  were  inevitable.  A  highway  of  which  the 
ownership  is  in  private  citizens  or  corporations  who  permit 
no  other  vehiclos  but  their  own  to  run  upon  it  bears  obviously 
but  faint  resemblance  to  the  common  highway  upon  which 
every  man  may  walk  or  ride  or  drive  his  wagon  or  his  car- 
riage. If  we  undertake  to  apply  to  J;he  one  the  rules  which 
have  grown  up  in  regulation  of  the  others,  there  must  neces- 
sarily be  a  considerable  period  in  which  the  state  of  the  law 
will,  in  many  important  particulars,  be  uncertain,  and  while 
that  continues  to  be  the  case,  those  who  have  the  power  to 
act,  and  who  must  necessarily  act  by  rule  and  according  lo 
some  established  system,  will  for  all  practical  purposes  make 
the  law,  because  the  rule  and  the  system  will  be  of  their 
establishment. 
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Such,  to  a  considerable  extent,  has  been  the  fact  regard- 
ing the  business  of  transporting  persons  and  property  by 
rail. 

Those  who  have  controlled  the  railroads  have  not  only 
made  rules  for  the  government  of  their  own  corporate  aflfairs, 
but  very  largely  also  they  have  determined  at  pleasure  what 
should  be  the  terms  of  their  contract  relations  with  others, 
and  others  have  acquiesced,  though  oftentimes  unwillingly, 
because  they  could  not  with  confidence  affirm  that  the  law 
would  not  compel  it,  and  a  test  of  the  question  would  be 
difficult  and  expensive.  The  carriers  of  the  country  were 
thus  enabled  to  determine  in  great  measure  what  rules  should 
govern  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property ;  rules 
which  intimately  concerned  the  commercial,  industrial,  and 
social  life  of  the  people. 

The  circumstances  of  railroad  development  tended  to  make 
this  indirect  and  abnormal  law-making  exceedingly  unequal 
and  oftentimes  oppressive.  When  railroads  began  to  be  built 
the  demand  for  participation  in  their  benefits  went  up  from 
every  city  and  hamlet  in  the  land,  and  the  public  was  impa- 
tient of  any  obstacles  to  their  free  construction  and  of  any 
doubts  that  might  be  suggested  as  to  the  substantial  benefit 
to  flow  from  any  possible  line  that  might  be  built.  Under 
an  imperative  popular  demand  general  laws  were  enacted  in 
many  States  which  enabled  projectors  of  roads  to  organize 
at  pleasure  and  select  their  own  lines;  and  whore  there  were 
no  such  laws  the  grant  of  a  special  chart(*r  was  almost  a 
matter  of  course,  and  the  se^curities  against  abuse  of  corpor- 
ate powers  was  little  more  than  nominal.  For  a  long  time 
the  promoter  of  a  railway  was  looked  upon  as  a  public  bene- 
factor, and  laws  were  passed  under  which  municipal  bodies 
were  allowed  to  give  public  money  or  loan  public  credit  in 
aid  of  his  schemes  on  an  assumption  that  almost  any  road 
would  prove  reasonably  remunerative,  but  that  in  any  event 
the  indirect  advantages  which  the  public  would  reap  must 
more  than  compensate  for  the  expenditures. 

In  time  it  came  to  bo  perceived  that  these  sanguine  ex- 
pectations were  delusive.  A  very  large  proportion  of  all  the 
public  mooey  invested  in  railroads  was  wholly  sunk  and  lost. 
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Many  roads  were  undertaken  by  parties  who  were  without 
capital,  and  who  relied  upon  obtaining  it  by  a  sale  of  bonds 
to  a  credulous  public.  The  corporation  thus  without  capit|d 
was  bankrupt  from  its  inception,  and  the  corporators  wore 
very  likely  to  be  mere  adventurers  who  would  employ  their 
chartered  powers  in  such  manner  as  would  most  conduce  to 
their  personal  ends. 

CORrORATE  ABUSES. 

It  is  striking  proof  of  the  recklessness  of  corporate  man- 
agement that  108  roads,  representing  a  mileage  of  11,066, 
are  now  in  the  hands  of  receivers,  managing  them  under  the 
direction  of  courts,  whose  attention  is  thus  necessarily  with- 
drawn from  the  ordinary  and  more  appropriate  duties  of 
judicial  bodies.  So  serious  has  been  the  evil  of  bringing 
worthless  schemes  into  existence  and  making  them  the  basis 
for  an  appropriation  of  public  moneys  or  for  the  issue  of 
worthless  evidences  of  debt,  that  a  number  of  the  States 

have  so  amended  their  constitutions  as  to  take  from  the  leg- 
islature the  power  either  to  lend  the  credit  of  the  State  in 
aid  of  corporations  proposing  to  construct  railroads,  or  to 
authorize  municipal  bodies  to  render  aid,  either  in  money  or 
credit.  State  legislation  has  at  the  same  time  been  in  the 
direction  of  making  compulsory  the  actual  payment  of  a 
bona  fide  capital  before  a  corporation  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
test  the  credulity  of  the  public  by  an  issue  of  negotiable 
securitic^s. 

J'Zn^es.sire  Cumjyetitlon — When  roads  were  built  for  which 
the  business  was  inadequate,  the  managers  were  likely  to  seek 
support  by  entering  upon  competition  for  business  which 
moni  l(^^itiinat(*ly  belonged  to  the  other  roads,  and  which 
could  only  1)(^  obtained  by  offering  rates  so  low  that  if  long 
continued  th(\v  must  prove  destructive.  A  competitive  warfare 
v.as  thus  opcMied  up  in  which  each  party  endeavored  to  under- 
bid the  oilier,  with  little  regard  to  prudential  considerations, 
and  frcijiihts  wore  in  a  great  many  cases  carried  at  a  loss, 
in  the  h()])e  that  in  time  the  power  of  the  rival  to  continue 
the  strife  would  be  crippled  and  the  field  practically  left  to 
a  victor  who  could  then  make  its  own  terms  with  customers. 
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Rebates  and  Special  Rates. — When  tlie  competition  was 
less  extreme  than  this,  there  was  still  a  great  deal  of  earnest 
strife  for  business,  some  of  which  was  open  and  with  equal 
offerings  of  rates  and  accommodations  to  all,  but  very  much 
of  which  was  carried  on  secretly,  and  then  the  very  large 
dealers  practically  made  their  own  terms,  being  not  only  ac- 
commodated with  side  tracks  and  other  special  conveniences, 
but  also  given  what  were  sometimes  spoken  of  as  wholesale 
rates,  or  perhaps  secret  rebates,  which  reduced  the  cost  to 
them  of  transportation  very  greatly  below  what  smaller 
dealers  in  the  same  line  of  business  were  compelled  to  pay. 
Such  allowances  were  sufficient  of  themselves  in  very  many 
cases  to  render  successful  competition,  as  against  those  who 
had  them,  practically  impossible. 

The  system  of  making  special  arrangements  with  shippers 
was  in  many  parts  of  the  country  not  confined  to  large  man- 
ufacturers and  dealers,  but  was  extended  from  person  to 
person  under  the  pressure  of  alleged  business  necessity,  or 
because  of  personal  importunity  or  favoritism,  and  even  in 
some  cases  from  a  desire  to  relieve  individuals  from  the  con- 
sequences of  previous  unfair  concessions  to  rivals  in  business. 
The  result  was  that  shipments  of  importance  were  commonly 
made  under  special  bargains  entered  into  for  the  occasion, 
or  to  stand  until  revoked,  of  which  the  shipper  and  the 
representative  of  the  road  were  the  only  parties  having 
knowledge.  These  arrangements  took  the  form  of  special 
rates,  rel)ates,  and  drawbacks,  underbilling,  reduced  classifi- 
cation, or  whatever  might  be  best  adapted  to  keep  the  trans- 
action from  the  public  :  but  the  public  very  well  understood 
that  private  arrangements  were  to  be  had  if  the  proper  mo- 
tives were  presented.  The  memorandum-book  carried  in 
the  pocket  of  the  general  freight  agent  often  contained  the 
only  record  of  the  rates  made  to  the  difiereut  patrons  of  the 
road,  and  it  was  in  his  power  to  place  a  man  or  a  community 
under  an  immense  obligation  by  conceding  a  special  rate 
on  one  day,  and  to  nullify  tlie  efi'ect  of  it  on  the  next  by  do- 
ing even  better  by  a  competitor. 

This  system,  if  it  can  be  called  such,  involved  a  great 
measure  of  secrecy,  and  its  necessary  conditions  were  such 
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as  to  prevent  effective  efforts  to  break  it  down,  thoc^h  the 
willingness  to  make  the  effort  was  not  wanting  among  in- 
telligent shippers.  It  was  of  the  last  importance  to  the 
shipper  that  he  be  on  good  terms  with  those  who  made  the 
rates  he  must  pay ;  to  contend  against  them  was  sometimes 
regarded  as  a  species  of  presumption  which  was  best  deidt 
with  by  increasing  existing  burdens ;  and  the  shipper  was 
cautious  about  incurring  the  risk.  Nevertheless  it  was  a 
common  observation,  even  among  those  who  might  hope  for' 
special  favors,  that  a  system  of*  rates,  open  to  all,  and  fair 
as  between  localities,  would  be  faif  preferable  to  a  system  of 
special  contracts  into  which  so  large  a  personal  element 
entered  or  was  commonly  supposed  to  enter.  Permanence 
of  rates  was  also  seen  to  be  of  very  high  importance  to  every 
man  engaging  in  business  enterprises,  since  without  it  busi- 
contracts  were  lottery  ventures.  It  was  also  perceived  that 
the  absolute  sum  of  the  money  charges  exacted  for  trans- 
portation, if  not  clearly  beyond  the  bounds  of  reason,  was 
of  inferior  importance  in  comparison  with  the,  obtaining  of 
rates  that  should  be  open,  equal,  relatively  just  as  between 
places,  and  as  steady  as  in  the  nature  of  things  was  practicable. 
Special  favors  or  rebates  to  large  dealers  were  not  always 
giv(in  because  of  any  profit  which  was  anticipated  from  the 
businc^ss  obtained  by  allowing  them  ;  there  were  other  reasons 
to  intiuenco  their  allowance.  It  was  early  perceived  that 
shaves  in  railroad  corporations  were  an  enticing  subject  for 
speculation,  and  that  the  ease  with  which  the  hopes  and 
expectations  of  buyers  and  holders  could  be  operated  upon 
pointed  out  a  possible,  road  to  speedy  wealth  for  those  who 
should  have  the  management  of  the  roads.  For  speculative 
purposes  an  increase  in  the  volume  of  business  might  be  as 
useful  as  an  increase  in  net  returns ;  for  it  might  easily  be 
made  to  look  to  those  who  knew  nothing  of  its  cause  like  the 
l)e^iiinin^  of  <^^reat  and  increasing  prosperity  to  the  road. 
But  a  temporary  increase  was  sometimes  worked  up  for  still 
other  n^asons:  such  as  to  render  plausible  some  demand  for 
an  extension  of  line,  or  for  some  other  great  expenditure,  or 
to  assist  in  making  terms  in  a  consolidation,  or  to  strengthen 
the  demand  for  a  larger  share  in  a  pool. 
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AVLatGver  was  the  motive,  the  allowance  of  the  special 
rate  or  rebate  was  essentially  unjust  and  corrupting ;  it 
wron^xed  the  smaller  dealer,  oftentimes  to  an  extent  that  was 
ruinous,  and  it  was  very  generally  accompanied  by  an  allow- 
ance of  free  personal  transpoi-tation  to  the  larger  dealer,  whi(fh 
had  the  effect  to  emphasize  its  evils.  There  was  not 
the  least  doubt  that  had  the  case  been  properly  brought  to  a 
judicial  test  these  transactions  would  in  many  cases  have  been 
held  to  be  illegal  at  the  common  law  ;  but  the  proof  was  in 
general  difficult,  the  remedy  doubtful  or  obscure,  and  the  very 
resort  to  a  remedy  against  the  party  which  fixed  the  rates  of 
transportation  at  pleasure,  as  has  already  been  explained, 
might  piove  more  injurious  than  the  rebate  itself.  Paiiies 
afTectcd  by  it,  therefore,  instead  of  seeking  redress  in  the 
courts,  W(ire  more  likely  to  direct  their  efforts  to  the  securing 
of  similar  favors  on  their  own  behalf.  They  acquiesced  in 
the  supposition  that  there  must  or  would  })e  a  privileged 
class  in  respect  to  rates,  and  they  endeavored  to  secure  for 
themselves  a  place  in  it. 

Other  Dfi^xrhnhuftions, — Personal  discrimination  in  rates 
was  sometimes  made  under  the  plausible  pretense  of  encour- 
aging mnnufacturers  or  other  industries.  It  was  perhaps 
made  a  baignin  in  the  establishment  of  some  new  business  or 
in  its  removal  from  one  place  to  another  that  its  proprietors 
should  have  rates  more  favorable  than  were  given  to  the  pub- 
lic at  large  ;  and  this,  though  really  a  public  wrong,  because 
tending  to  destroy  existing  industries  in  pro^^ortion  as  it  un- 
fairly ])ui]t  up  others,  was  generally  defended  by  the  parties 
to  it  on  tlii^  ground  of  public  benefit. 

Local-discriminations,  though  not  at  first  blush  so  unjust 
and  offensive,  have  nevertheless  been  exceedingly  mischiev- 
ous, and  if  some  towns  have  grown,  others  have  withered 
away  under  their  influence.  In  some  sections  of  the  country 
if  rates  were  maintained  as  they  were  at  the  time  the  inter- 
state  commerce  law  took  effect,  it  would  have  been  practically 
impossible  for  a  new  town,  however  great  its  natural  advan- 
tages, to  acquire  the  prosperity  and  the  strength  which 
would  make  if  a  rival  of  the  towns  which  were  specially 
favored  in  rates,  for  the  rates  themselves  would  establish  for 


CORPOnATE    ABUSES.  265 

it  indefinitely  a  condition  of  subordination  and  dependence 
to  "  trade  centers."  The  tendency  of  railroad  competition 
Las  bt^cn  to  press  the  rates  down  and  still  further  \lown  at 
these  trade  centers,  while  the  depression  at  intermediate 
points  has  been  rather  upon  business  than  upon  rates.  In 
vory  many  cases  it  has  resulted  in  the  charging  of  more  for 
a  short  than  for  a  long  haul  on  the  same  line  in  the  same 
direction ;  and  thou;j;h  this  has  been  justified  by  raili'oad 
maniigors  as  resulting  from  the  necessities  of  the  situation, 
it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  the  necessity  has  in  many  cases 
been  artificially  created,  and  without  suificient  reason. 

Tlie  inevitable  result  was  that  this  managemeivt  of  the 
business  had  a  direct  and  very  decided  tendency  to  strength- 
en unjustly  the  strong  among  the  customers  and  to  depress 
the  wt^ak.  These  were  very  great  evils,  and  the  indirect  con- 
sequences wore  even  greater  and  more  pernicious  than  tho 
direct,  for  they  tended  to  fix  in  the  public  mind  a  belief  that 
injustice  and  inequality  in  the  employment  of  public  agencies 
were  not  condemned  by  the  law,  and  that  success  in  business 
was  to  be  sought  for  in  favoritism  rather  than  in  legitimate 
competition  and  enterprise. 

77/6'  /Vv.v  Sf/.-fe/jf. — The  evils  of  free  transportation  of  per- 
sons wove  not  less  conspicuous  than  those  which  have  been 
mentioned.  This,  whore  it  extended  beyond  the  persons  en- 
ga.^fMl  in  railroad  service,  was  commonly  favoritism  in  a  most 
unjust  and  otVonsivo  form.  Free  transportation  was  given  not 
only  to  socun^  business  but  to  conciliate  the  favor  of  locali- 
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tics  and  of  ])ul)lic  bodies  ;  and,  while  it  was  often  demanded 
by  p(  vsons  who  had,  or  claimed  to  have,  influence  which  was 
capable  of  Ix^ing  made  use  of  to  the  prejudice  of  the  railroads,  ^ 
it  was  also  acc('])tod  })y  public  officers  of  all  grades  and  of 
all  variotios  of  s(»rvico.  In  these  last  cases  the  pass  system 
was  pjirtioularly  obnoxious  and  baneful ;  for  if  any  return  was 
to  ])o  iiia<lo  or  was  ox])ected  of  public  officers,  it  was  of 
soiiiiithin^  which  not  theirs  to  give,  but  which  belonged  to 
tln'  publii'  or  to  constituents.  A  ticket  entitling  one  to  free 
])ass;iL;c  by  rail  was  often  more  effective  in  enlisting  the  assist- 
ances and  suni)ort  of  the  holder  than  its  value  in  money 
would  have  boon,  aiul  in  a  great  many  cases  it  would  be  re- 
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ceived  and  availed  of  when  the  offer  of  money,  made  to 
accomplish  the  same  end,  would  have  been  spurned  as  a 
bribe.  Much  suspicion  of  public  men  resulted,  which  was 
sometimes  just,  but  also  sometimes  unjust  and  cruel ;  and 
some  deterioration  of  the  moral  sense  of  the  community, 
traceable  to  this  cause,  was  unavoidable  while  the  abuse  con- 
tinned.  The  parties  most  frequently  and  most  largely  favored 
were  those  possessing  large  means  and  having  large  business 
interests. 

The  general  fact  came  to  be  that  in  proportion  to  the  dis- 
tance tliey  were  carried  those  able  to  pay  the  most  paid  the 
least.  One  without  means  had  seldom  any  ground  on  which 
to  demand  free  transportation,  while  with  wealth  he  was 
likely  to  have  many  grounds  on  which  he  could  make  it  for 
the  interest  of  the  railroad  company  to  favor  him,  and  he 
was  sometimes  favored  with  free  transportation  not  only  for 
himself  and  his  family  but  for  business  agents  also,  and  evn 
sometimes  for  his  customers.  The  demand  for  free  trans- 
portation was  often  in  the  nature  of  blackmail,  and  was 
yielded  to  unwillingly  and  through  fear  of  damaging  conse- 
quences from  a  refusal.  But  the  evils  were  present  as  much 
when  it  was  extorted  as  when  it  was  freely  given. 

Other  Abuses, — These  were  some  of  the  evils  that  made 
interference  by  national  legislation  imperative.  But  there 
were  others  that  were  of  no  small  importance.  Rates  when 
there  was  no  competition  were  sometimes  so  high  as  to  be 
oppressive,  and  when  competition  existed  by  lines  upon  which 
the  publicly  confidently  relied  to  protect  them  against  such  a 
wTong,  a  consolidation  was  effected  and  the  high  rates  per- 
petuated by  that  means.  In  some  cases  the  roads,  created 
as  convcaiiences  in  transportation,  w^ere  so  managed  in  respect 
to  business  passing  or  destined  to  pass  over  other  roads  that 
they  constituted  hindrances  instead  of  helps,  to  the  great 
;innoyauee  of  travel  and  to  the  serious  loss  of  those  who  in- 
trusted  their  property  to  them.  Then  their  rates  were 
changed  at  pleasure  and  without  public  notification  ;  theii 
(Icvalini^s  to  a  large  extent  were  kept  from  the  public  eye,  the 
obligation  of  publicity  not  being  recognizcMl ;  and  the  public 
were  therefore  without  the  means  of  judging  whether  their 
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charges  for  railroad  service  were  reasonable  and  just  or  the 
contrary. 

But  the  publications  actuaUy  made  only  increased  the  diffi- 
culties.  Raih'oad  rates,  diflScult  enough  to  be  understood  by 
tlie  uninitiated  when  printed  plainly  in  one  general  tariff 
with  classification  annexed,  became  mysterious  enigmas 
when  several  different  tariffs  were  printed,  as  was  the  case 
in  some  sections  ;  some  relating  to  competitive  points  and 
others  to  what  were  called  local  points,  and  each  referring 
to  voluminous  and  perhaps  different  classifications,  which 
were  printed  but  not  posted,  and  which  were  observed  or 
disregarded  at  will  in  the  rates  as  published.  Such  unsyste- 
matic and  misleading  publications  naturally  led  to  many 
overcharges  and  controversies,  and  naturally  invited  and  fav- 
oured special  rates  and  injurious  preferences. 

These  were  serious  evils ;  and  they  not  only  to  some  ex- 
tent blunted  the  sense  of  right  and  wrong  among  the  people 
and  tended  to  fix  an  impression  upon  the  public  mind  that 
unfair  advantages  in  the  competition  of  business  were  per- 
fectly admissable  when  not  criminal,  but  they  built  up  or 
strengthened  a  class  feeling  and  embittered  the  relations  be- 
tween those  who  for  every  reason  of  interest  ought  to  be  in 
harmony.  It  was  high  time  that  adequate  power  should  be 
})ut  forth  to  bring  them  to  an  end.  Railroads  are  a  public 
agency.  The  authority  to  construct  them  with  extraordinary 
l)rivileges  in  management  and  operation  is  an  expression  of 
sovc^Kugn  power,  only  given  from  a  consideration  of  great 
public  benefits  which  might  be  expected  to  result  therefrom. 
From  every  grant  of  such  a  privilege  resulted  a  duty  of  pro- 
t<»ction  and  regulation,  that  the  gi^ant  might  not  be  abused 
and  the  public  defrauded  of  the  anticipated  benefits. 

The  abuses  of  corporate  authority  to  the  injury  of  the 
])ul)lic  werci  not  the  only  reasons  operating  upon  the  public 
mind  to  bring  about  the  legislation  now  under  consideration  ; 
some  other  things  which  in  their  direct  effects  were  wrongs 
to  stockholders  only  had  their  influence  also,  and  this  by  no 
means  a  light  one.  The  manner  in  which  corporate  stocks 
were  manipulated  for  the  benefit  of  managers  and  to  the  de- 
struction  of  the   interest  of  the  owners   was  often  a  great 


2G8  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

scandal,  resulting  sometimes  in  the  bankruptcy  and  practi- 
cal destruction  of  roads  which,  if  properly  managed,  would 
have  been  not  only  profitable  but  widely  useful.  This  in  its 
direct  results  might  be  a  wrong  to  individuals  only,  but  in  itti 
indirect  influence  it  was  a  great  public  wrong  also. 

The  most  striking  and  obvious  fact  in  such  a  case  com- 
monly is  that  persons  having  control  of  railroads  have  in  a 
very  short  time,  by  means  of  the  control,  amassed  great  for- 
tunes. The  natural  conclusion  which  one  draws  who  must 
judge  from  surface  appearances  is,  that  these  fortunes  are  un- 
fairly acquired  at  the  expense  of  the  public  ;  that  they  rep- 
resent excessive  charges  on  railroad  business,  or  unfair  em- 
ployment of  inside  privileges,  and  furnish  in  themselves  con- 
clusive evidence  that  current  rates  are  wrong  and  probably 
extortionate.  An  impression  of  this  sort,  when  it  happens 
to  be  wide  of  the  fact,  is  for  many  reasons  unfortunate.  It 
creates  or  strengthens  a  prejudice  against  all  railroad  man- 
agement— the  honest  as  well  as  the  dishonest — which  afifects 
the  public  view  of  all  railroad  questions  ;  it  renders  it  more 
difficult  to  deal  with  such  questions  calmly  and  dispassion- 
ately ;  it  makes  the  ])ublic  restive  under  the  charges  they  are 
subjected  to,  even  though  they  be  modorato  and  necessary  ; 
it  tends  to  strengthen  a  feeling  among  the  nnthinking  that 
ca})ital  represents  extortion.  However  circful,  considerate, 
fair  and  just  the  management  of  any  ])artici:lar  road  may  \n\ 
and  however  closely  it  may  confine  itst^li*  to  its  legitimate 
l)usiness,  it  is  impossible  that  it  should  wholly  esca])e  tlu^  ill 
eftects  of  this  prejudice,  which  are  visited  upon  all  roads  be- 
cause some  conspicuous  railroad  man.'igers  have,  by  their 
misconduct,  given  in  the  public  mind  a  clinract(>r  to  all. 

Evils  of  the  class  last  mentioned  weredilficult  of  lejiislativo. 
correction,  because  they  sprang  from  the  over-confuh^nce  of 
stockholders  in  the  officers  chosen  to  manaire  their  interests, 
and  whose  acts  at  the  time  they  pei'liaps  assented  to.  Uui 
if  capable  of  correction  by  any  legislative  authority,  it  was  in 
general  that  of  the  States,  not  that  of  the  nation.  Tlie 
States  in  the  main  conferred  the  cor})orate  ])ower,'  and  it  was 
for  the  States  by  their  legislation  to  provide  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  individual  interests  which  were  brought  into  ex- 
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istence  hj  their  permission.  Tlie  National  Government  IicaI 
to  do  with  the  commerce  which  these  artificial  entities  of 
State  creation  might  be  concerned  in.  Nevertheless,  the 
manifest  misuse  of  corporate  powers  strengthened  the  de- 
mand for  national  legislation,  and  this  very  naturally,  be- 
cause the  private  gains  resulting  from  corporate  abuse  were 
supposed  to  spring,  to  some  extent  at  least,  from  excessive 
burdens  imposed  upon  the  commerce  which  the  nation  ought 
to  regulate  and  protect. 

For  the  purpose  of  correcting  the  evils  above  alluded  to,  so 
far  as  it  was  constitutionally  competent  for  national  legisla- 
tion to  do  so,  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  lays  down  cer- 
tain rules  to  be  observed  by  the  carriers  to  which  its  provi- 
sions apply,  which  are  intended  to  be,  and  emphatically  are, 
rules  of  equity  and  equality;  and  which,  if  properly  observ- 
ed, ought  to,  and  in  time  no  doubt  will,  restore  the  man- 
agement of  the  transportation  business  of  the  country  to 
public  confidence. 

THE   ACT  TO   REGULATE   COMMERCE. 

The  leading  features  of  the  act  are  the  following : 

All  charges  made  for  services  by  carriers  subject  to  the  act 
must  be  reasonable  and  just.  Every  unjust  and  unreason- 
able charg(i  is  prohibited  and  d(H.'lared  to  be  unlawful. 

The  direct  or  indirect  charging,  demanding,  collecting  or 
nMU'iving,  for  any  service  rtuidered,  a  grejiter  or  less  com- 
])ensation  from  any  one  or  move  persons  than  from  any  other 
for  a  lik(^  and  contemporaneous  service,  is  declared  to  be  un- 
just discriminati(m  and  is  prohibitcnl. 

The  giving  of  any  undue  or  unreasonable  preference,  as  be- 
tween persons  or  localities,  or  kinds  of  traffic,  or  the  sub- 
j<Hting  any  one  of  them  to  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice 
or  disadvantage,  is  declared  to  be  unlawful. 

lleasonabhj,  proper  and  equal  facilities  for  the  inter- 
change of  traffic  l)etween  lines,  and  for  the  receiving,  for- 
warding and  delivering  of  passengers  and  property  between 
<'onnccting  lines  is  required,  and  discrimination  in  rates  and 
(•harges  as  between  connecting  lines  is  forbidden. 

It  is  made  unlawful  to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  com- 
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pensation  in  the  aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers or  the  like  kind  of  property  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer 
distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter 
being  included  within  the  longer  distance. 

Contracts,  agreements,  or  combinations  for  the  pooling  of 
freights  of  diflferent  and  competing  railroads,  or  for  dividing 
between  them  the  aggregate  or  net  earnings  of  such  railroads 
or  any  portion  thereof,  are  declared  to  be  unlawful. 

All  carriers  subject  to  the  law  are  required  to  print  their 
tariflfs  for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property,  and  to 
keep  them  for  public  inspection  at  every  depot  or  station  on 
their  roads.  An  advance  in  rates  is  not  to  be  made  until 
after  ten  days'  public  notice,  but  a  reduction  in  rates  may  be 
made  to  take  effect  at  once,  the  notice  of  the  same  being  im- 
mediately and  publicly  given.  The  rates  publicly  notified 
are  to  be  the  maximum  as  well  as  the  minimum  charges 
which  can  be  collected  or  received  for  the  services  respec- 
tively for  which  they  purport  to  be  established. 

Copies  of  all  tariffs  are  required  to  be  tiled  with  this  Com- 
mission, which  is  also  to  be  promptly  notified  of  all  changes 
that  shall  be  made  in  the  same.  The  joint  tariffs  of  connect- 
ing roads  are  also  required  to  be  filed,  and  also  copies  of  all 
contracts,  agreements,  or  arrangements  between  carriers  in 
relation  to  traffic  affected  by  the  Act. 

It  is  made  unlawful  for  any  carrier  to  enter  into  any  com- 
bination, contract,  or  agreement,  expressed  or  implied,  to 
prevent,  by  change  of  time  schedules,  carriage  in  different 
cars,  or  by  other  means  or  devices,  the  carriage  of  freights 
from  being  continuous  from  the  place  ^of  shipment  to  the 
place  of  destination. 

These,  shortly  stated,  are  the  important  provisions  of  the 
Act  which  undertakes  to  prescribe  the  duties  and  obligations 
of  the  carriers  which  by  its  passage  are  brought  under  Fed- 
eral control.  Some  important  exceptions  are  made  by  the 
twenty-second  section,  which  provid^^s  : 

That  nothinj?  in  this  act  shall  apply  to  the  carriapo,  storage,  or  handling 
of  property  free  or  at  reduced  rates  for  the  United  States,  State,  or  muniei- 
pal  governments,  or  for  charitable  purposes,  or  to  or  from  fairs  and  oxposi- 
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tions  for  cxhibiliou  thereat,  or  the  issuance  of  mileage,  ezoursion,  or  oom- 
inut-ation  passenger  tickets ;  nothing  in  tliis  act  shall  be  construed  to  pro* 
hibit  any  oomiuon  carrier  from  giving  reduced  rates  to  ministers  of  religion; 
nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  railroads  from  giving  free 
carriage  to  thoir  own  officers  and  employees,  or  to  prevent  the  principal 
oITlc'ors  of  any  railroad  company  or  companies  from  exchanging  passes  or 
tickets  with  other  railroad  companies  for  their  officers  and  employees ;  and 
nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  in  anj'  way  abridge  or  alter  the  remedies 
existing  at  coninion  law  or  by  statute,  but  the  provisions  of  this  act  are  In 
addition  to  sucli  roiaedies. 

Those  provisions,  it  will  be  seen,  are  not  intended  to  qual- 
ify to  any  injurious  extent  the  general  rules  of  fairness  and 
equjility  which  the  act  has  been  so  careful  to  prescribe,  and 
the  exceptions  may  all  be  said  to  bo  authorized  on  public 
considerations. 

lu  the  performance  of  its  duties  the  Commission  has  had 
ocrcasion  to  decide  that  the  transportation  of  Indian  supplies 
may  be  froo  or  at  reduced  rates  under  this  section  (1  Inter- 
state Coifimerco  Commission  Beports,  p.  15),  as  also  maybe 
tliat  of  the  a<jrents  and  material  of  the  United  States  Fish 
Com  mission  (Ih'uL,  p.  21).  The  question  of  what  may  be  in- 
vhiihul  uih1<  r  the  exception  made  for  charitable  purposes  has 
never  (Hime  before  the  Commission  in  such  form  as  to  call 
for  an  exi)ression  of  opinion.  It  will  bo  noted  that  in  terms 
it  applies  to  property  only,  not  to  persons. 

By  tlie  elevcMith  section  of  the  act  this  Commission  is  ere- 
at(Ml  and  (established,  and  other  sections  prescribe  its  duties 
jind  pow(»rs.  Those  sections  it  will  be  necessary  to  consider 
soinewliat  at  lei)t!;th  further  on. 

The  Coiiiiiiission  was  organized  March  31,1887,  and  enter- 
ed ;it  once  upon  the  discharge  of  its  duties.  The  other  pro- 
visions of  tlui  act  took  effect  April  5,  1887.  The  demands 
uj)oii  its  attention  were  immediate,  and  some  of  them  of  a 
very  pci])l(  xing  nature.  It  will  be  more  convenient  to  take 
notice  of  tlu^se  under  specific  heads  in  connection  with  the 
])n)visi<)iis  of  the  act  under  which  they  were  severally  pre- 
sented for  its  action. 

THE   CARRIERS   SUBJECT  TO     ITS  JURISDICTION. 

Tlies(^  are  indicated  by  general  designation  in  the  first  sec- 
tion of  the  act,  and  the  provision  on  that  subject  has  already 
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been  recited.  Bj  reference  thereto  it  Avill  be  seen  that  it  em- 
braces the  carriers  "  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers or  property  wholly  by  railroaci,  or  partly  by  railroad  and 
partly  by  water  when  both  are  used,  under  a  common  con- 
trol, management,  or  arrangement,  for  a  continuous  carriage 
or  shipment,"  in  interc^tate  or  international  commerce. 

Carriers  by  Mater, — It  does  not  embrace  the  carriers 
wholly  by  w.itor,  tliongh  they  also  may  be  engaged  in  the 
like  commerce,  and  as  such  be  rivals  of  the  carriers  'svhich 
it  undertakes  to  controL  For  the  omission  to  include  them 
many  reasons  may  l)e  suggested,  but  perhaps  the  most  influ- 
ential were  that  the  evils  of  corporate  management  had  not 
been  so  obvious  in  the  case  of  carriers  by  water  as  in  that  of 
carriers  by  land,  and  moreover  the  rates  of  transportation  by 
water  were  so  extremely  low  that  they  were  seldom  com- 
plained of  as  a  grievance  even  when  they  were  unequal  and 
unjustly  discriminating.  In  their  competition  with  the  car- 
riers by  land  the  carriers  by  watc^r  were  sometimes  at  a  dis- 
advantage ami  compelled  to  accept  lower  rates,  and  this  also 
had  some  iniluence  in  propitiating  public  favor,  inasmuch  as 
they  appeared  to  operate  as  obstacles  to  monopoly  and  as 
checks  upon  extortion. 

But  some  of  tlie  railroad  practices  which  the  act  undertakes 
to  bring  to  an  end  have  been  common  among  carriers  by 
water  also,  and  if  wrong  in  themselves  might  justly  be  for- 
bidden in  their  case  as  well.  The  carriers  bv  water  discrim- 
inate  between  their  customers  on  grounds  not  sanctioned 
by  equity  wiien  interest  seems  to  require  it ;  they  make 
rates  at  pleasure,  they  put  up  and  y)ut  down  rates  suddenly 
without  public  notification,  they  make  secret  rebates  to  se- 
cure the  business  of  large  dealers,  they  charge  less  in  some 
cases  for  a  longer  than  for  a  shorter  transportation  over  the 
same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included 
in  tne  longer  distance. 

It  is  not  intended,  however,  by  this  enumeration  to  inti- 
mate an  opinion  that  these  things  are  common.  The  fact 
that  there  has  been  no  general  public  complaint  of  them  may 
be  regarded  as  strong  and  perhaps  conclusive  evidence  to 
the  contrary.     But,  as  the  statutory  law  now  is,  they  maybe 
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practiced  at  pleasure  ;  and  the  fact  that  they  may  be  is  very 
lik(ily  to  lead  rivals  in.  business  to  suspect  that  they  are  so 
})ractic(?d  much  oftener  than  is  actually  the  case.  Tlie  ex- 
ist(  nee  of  sucli  a  suspicion,  with  plausible  ground  for  it, 
naturally  tempts  to  retaliatory  measures  of  a  similar  nature 
where  (escape  from  detection  is  thought  likely,  and  the,  en- 
forc(Miu»nt  of  the  law  as  against  those  who  are  subject  to  it 
is  made  more  troublesome  and  less  certain  by  the  fact  that 
one  class  of  competitors  for  business  is  restrained  while  the 
otluu*  is  left  at  full  liberty. 

It  may  be  worthy  the  careful  attention  of  Congress 
whether  the  same  rules  of  fairness  and  equality  ought  not  to 
be  applied  to  all  carriers  whose  operations  subject  them  to 
the  Federal  power  ;  whether  those  by  water  as  well  as  those 
l)y  land  ought  not  in  particular  to  be  required  to  publish  their 
rates,  to  maintain  thom  steadilj',  and  to  apply  them  impar- 
tially, and  ought  not  to  be  forbidden  to  give  secret  rebates. 

SiKfli  rules,  prescribed  and  enforced,  would  take  away  much 
of  the  present  timiptation  on  the  part  of  carriers  by  land  to 
violate  or  evade  the  law,  and  would,  besides,  be  intrinsically 
just  find  ri;-jht. 

/:'/y>/v  A  (\(rro  r.i. — The  qu<^stion  whether  another  class  of 
e-irricrs  is  witliiii  tlie  contemplation  of  the  act  is  not  so  clear. 
We  refer  now  to  tlioso  who  are  engaged  in  the  express  busi- 
m^ss  of  tli(;  eonntrv.  This  business  has  an  origin  more  recent 
tliMii  t1i;it  of  railroad  transportation  ;  it  began  in  a  very 
siiinll  w;iy,  but  it  has  grown  to  immense  proportions,  and 
DOW  constitutes  a  Lirg(^  and  increasing  share  of  the  business 
(lone  by  rail.  Of  the  carriers  engaged  in  this  business  there 
an*  several  classes. 

Some  arc^  partnershii)s  of  individual  members,  or  joint 
associations  constituting  a  species  of  statutory  partnership, 
but  res<Mubling  corporations  in  having  the  interests  of  the 
in«Mnb(Ts  reprc^sented  by  shares  in  a  capital  stock,  and  also 
in  ])ro visions  made  for  perpetuity. 

Some  are  corporations  organized  under  State  charters  or 
general  incorporation  acts. 

These  have  their  several  names  as  express  companiefl, 
and  as  such  they  make  bargains  with  the  railroad  companies 
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for  the  transportation  of  their  freight  and  their  agents  at  a 
compensation  agreed  upon.  This  compensation  is  likely  to 
be  a  definite  share  in  the  gross  receipts  from  the  freight 
traffic,  and  each  of  the  several  express  companies  has  a  ter- 
ritory of  its  own,  so  that  each  road  carries  the  freight  and 
the  agents  of  one  only. 

Some  of  the  railroad  companies,  however,  have  undertaken 
to  do  the  express  business  on  their  own  lines  through  their 
own  agencies.  The  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company 
did  this  for  a  time,  and  then  sold  the  business  to  one  of  the 
existing  express  companies.  Some  of  the  Western  railroads 
combine  for  the  purpose,  and  for  convenience  create  a  nom- 
inal corporation  to  do  the  business  over  their  several  lines 
and  divide  the  net  proceeds.  In  organization  and  general 
methods  this  corporation  resembles  some  of  the  fast  freight 
lines  of  the  country,  the  railroad  companies  being  the  nom- 
inal corporators  and  the  business  done  being  in  every  sense 
railroad  business,  though  for  convenience  carried  on  by  the 
several  companies  through  a  common  agency. 

There  is  no  recognized  distinction  between  what  shall  be 
considered  express  freight  and  what  not,  except  that  which 
concerns  the  method  of  transportation.  Express  freight  is 
commonly  but  not  always  taken  in  cars  attached  to  passenger 
trains,  and,  however  taken,  it  is  expedited  beyond  what  is 
possible  with  freight  in  general,  and  any  freight  is  taken  ex- 
press for  which  the  owner  consents  to  pay  the  charges. 
These  charges  are  much  greater  than  are  made  upon  ordinary 
freight  of  like  or  similar  kind. 

Immediately  after  the  organization  of  the  Commission  the 
question  was  presented  whether  the  express  companies  of 
the  country  w§re  under  obligation  to  file  their  tarifi*s  in  its 
office.  If  they  came  within  the  enumeration  of  carriers  in 
the  first  section  of  the  act,  the  obligation  was  upon  them  ;  but 
not  if  that  enumeration  failed  to  include  them.  The  Com- 
mission deemed  it  prudent  to  rule,  until  satisfied  to  the  con- 
trary, that  they  were  included,  inasmuch  as  that  ruling  could 
harm  no  one  and  w^as  in  the  direction  of  safety.  The  Cana- 
dian, the  Northern  Pacific,  and  the  Dominion  Express  Com- 
panies  acquiesced  in   this  ruling  and  filed  tariflfs,  but  the 
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companies  for  the  most  part  objected,  and  it  was  deemed  ad- 
visable to  offer  them  an  opportunity  to  present  their  views. 
This  was  accordingly  done ;  able  counsel  appeared  to  argue 
the  question,  and  it  was  very  fully  and  carefully  considered. 

Many  arguments  were  urged  on  the  part  of  the  companies 
which  are  admitted  to  be  forcible.  The  Act  was  examined 
in  detail,  and  it  was  contended  that  on  a  fair  construction  of 
the  terms  made  use  of,  the  express  companies  could  not  be 
embraced.  The  history  of  the  legislation  was  also  discussed, 
and  it  was  urged  that  the  public  demand  for  legislative  regu- 
lation of  railroad  traffic  had  been  made  upon  grounds  which 
did  not  apply  to  the  express  traffic ;  the  express  companies 
had  not  practiced  secret  rebates,  they  had  not  so  frequently 
made  the  greater  charges  for  the  shorter  hauls,  they  had 
not  made  unjust  discriminations  between  persons  or  places. 
The  argument  ab  inconvenienti  was  also  pressed  with  great 
earnestness  ;  it  was  said  to  be  practically  impossible  for  the 
express  companies  fo  print  and  publish  their  tariffs  ;  so  nu- 
merous are  the  points  to  which  their  business  extends ;  and 
it  was  even  said  that  so  voluminous  would  they  be  that  no 
public  building  at  the  National  Capitol  could  contain  them. 

The  Commission  has  felt  the  force  of  the  considerations 
urg(»d  so  far  as  they  are  drawn  from  the  phraseology  of  the 
law,  but  the  other  arguments  have  not  appeared  to  be  so 
weii^lity.  Tlie  Commission  cannot  agree  that  any  serious 
difficulty  would  bo  found  in  the  making  and  filing  of  the  ex- 
press tariffs.  The  companies  have  no  difficulty  now  in  putting 
into  the  hands  of  their  agents  a  tariff  which  the  agents  can 
understand  and  work  by,  and  which  at  the  same  time  is  nei- 
ther great  in  bulk  nor  cumbrous  in  use.  What  the  express 
agent  ean  understand  it  is  fair  to  assume  other  people  can 
understand  also,  and  it  would  impose  no  hardship  upon  the 
express  company  to  require  that  it  be  kept  where  the  public 
can  inspect  it  at  pleasure.  The  objection  made  to  this  pub- 
lication is  i^recisely  the  same  that  was  made  by  some  railroad 

coni])anies  to  the  publication  of  their  tariffs,  and  the  langu£^e 
employ(Ml  is  no  more  extravagant ;  and  yet  the  railroad  com- 
panies, when  compliance  has  been  undertaken,  have  found 
the  difficulties  dwindling  into  insignificance.    And  the  sev- 
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oral  express  companies  wliicli  actually  filed  their  t;irifls 
did  not,  when  forwarding  them  to  the  Commission,  even 
suggest  that  any  difficulty  had  been  encountered  in  preparing 
them. 

The  arguments  fi-om  the  history  of  the  Act  have  plausibil- 
ity. It  may  be  conceded  that  the  evils  at  which  the  Act  was 
aimed  have  not  existed  to  any  great  extent  in  the  express 
business.  One  reason — perhaps  the  principal  reason — for 
this  is  that,  as  each  of  the  several  express  companies  has  had 
a  practical  monopoly  on  the  lines  on  which  it  operates,  the 
inducement  to  secret  rebates  and  to  the  unjust  discrimination 
which  springs  from  severe  competition  has  been  wanting.  It 
has  been  easier,  also,  to  make  and  maintnin  rates  wliich  are 
proportioned  to  distance.  Water  competition,  which  so  seri- 
ously aflfects  the  ordinary  freight  traffic  of  railroads,  would 
scarcely  aftect  at  all  the  traffic  for  which  shippers  are  willing 
to  pay  high  rates  in  order  to  have  great  speed.  But  the 
complaint  of  excessive  charges  upon  express  traffic  has  been 
common,  and  that  of  greater  charges  on  shorter  hauls  is 
sometimes  heard,  and  if  it  shall  be  held  that  express  com- 
panies are  not  controlled  by  the  rides  of  fairness  and  equality 
which  the  act  prescribes,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  iho  mischief 
against  which  the  Act  is  aimed  may  reappear  and  be  enacted 
with  impunity. 

It  hfis  already  been  said  that  no  clear  line  of  distinction 
exists  between  the  express  business  and  some  branc^hos  of 
what  is  exclusively  railroad  service  ;  and  the  express  busi- 
ness may  easily  be  enlarged  at  the  expense  of  the  other. 
Those  roads  which  now  do  th(;ir  express  business  through  a 
nominal  corporation  might  hand  over  to  this  shadow  of  their 
corporate  existence  the  dressed  meat  or  live-stock  business, 
or  the  fruit  transportation,  or  any  other  business  in  respect 
to  which  speed  was  s]:)ecially  important ;  and  they  might 
continue  this  process  of  paring  off  their  proper  functions  as 
carriers  until  they  should  l)e  little  more  than  the  owners  of 
lines  of  road  over  which  other  organizations  should  be  the 
carriers  of  freight,  and  on  terms  by  themselves  arbitrarily 
determined. 

The  Commission  after  a  hearing  of  all  the  arguments  ad^ 
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vanced  by  those  who  appeared  for  the  express  companies,  is 
of  opinion  that  the  express  business,  so  far  as  it  is  done  by 
the  raih-oad  companies  themselves,  whether  directly,  and  by 
their  managing  officers,  or  indirectly,  and  through  nominal 
corporations  created  for  the  purpose,  is  within  the  act;  and 
that  such  companies  are  under  obligations  to  see  that  the 
tariffs  are  tiled,  and  that  the  rules  of  fairness  and  equality 
which  tho  act  prescribes  are  observed.  Whether  the  express 
companies  wliicli  are  independent  of  the  railroads  are 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  act  is  more  doubtful. 

The  (Joiiimission  is  of  opinion  that  the  question  is  one 
which  Congress  ouglit  to  put  beyond  questit^n  by  either  ex- 
pressly and  by  designation  including  the  express  companies 
or  by  excluding  them.  The  railroad  companies  that  see  fit  to 
do  their  own  express  business  ought  not,  either  as  respects 
principles  or  methods,  to  be  subjected  in  the  management  of 
such  business  to  any  diflferent  control  or  regulation  from  that 
wliicli  the  independent  express  companies  of  the  country  aro 
required  to  obey.  If  the  latter  are  not  within  the  contem^ 
])lation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  all  express  business, 
by  whomsoever  carried  on,  should  be  excluded.  Justice  to 
the  public,  as  well  as  to  that  business,  demands  that  it  bo 
governed  througliout  the  country  by  rules  of  general  applica- 
tion, and  whicli  shall  not  be  dependent  on  mere  forms,  or  on 
the  will  of  those  who  happen  to  be  in  the  control  of  the  rail- 
roads, and  therefore  have  the  power  to  determine  by  what 
agencies  this  important  portion  of  the  business  of  the  roads 
shall  bo  conducted. 

Oilier  i^arrlerfi, — What  is  said  of  the  express  business  is 
applicable  also  to  the  business  of  furnishing  extra  accom- 
iQodations  to  passcngc^rs  in  sleeping  and  parlor  cars.  These 
accommodations  aro  furnished  in  some  cases  by  the  railroad 
eom]).'iiues,  and  in  others  by  outside  corporations,  which  aro 
not  sui)p()se(l  to  1)0  embraced  by  the  terms  of  the  law.  Out-* 
siih*  c()m[)anies  ar(i  also  to  some  extent  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation of  live-stock  in  cars  owned  by  themselves,  but 
trans} )()rttMl  over  the  railroads  under  special  arrangements 
wit  11  the  railroad  companies  which  supply  the  motive  power. 
As   these   last-named   companies   furnish   better  accommo- 
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dations  for  live-stock,  and  transport  them  with  less  liability 
to  injury  and  with  less  shrinkage  than  is  done  in  the  ordin- 
ary stock  car,  it  is  not  improbable  that  they,  like  the  com- 
panies which  furnish  special  accommodations  for  passengers, 
may  in  time  build  up  a  large  business  in  respect  to  which 
they  will  not  be  controlled  by  any  existing  legislation. 

It  is  well  known  also  that  the  transportation  of  mineral  oil 
is  already  to  a  very  large  extent  in  tank  cars  owned  by  par- 
ties who  are  not  carriers  subject  to  regulation  under  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce.  A  willingness  to  disregard  the  rules 
of  equality  and  justice  as  between  shippers,  when  it  can  be 
made  for  the  interest  of  the  carriers  to  do  so,  is  as  likely  to 
make  its  appearance  in  the  action  of  the  managers  of  any 
one  of  these  outside  organizations  as  in  that  of  the  managers 
of  the  railroads,  for  the  temptations  will  be  the  same,  and 
the  same  class  of  persons  will  be  bidding  for  special  privi- 
leges and  advantages  which  before  the  Act  was  passed  pros- 
pered so  unfairly  upon  railroad  favors.  The  Act  has  not 
changed  the  nature  or  the  grasping  dispo'ntion  of  individu- 
als ;  it  has  only  interposed  certain  restraints  which  it  is  rea- 
sonable to  assume  will  be  evaded  if  the  opportunity  shall  be 
presented. 

These  facts  are  noted  for  the  purpose  of  placing  tlie  whole 
subject  distinctly  before  the  national  legislature.  If  it  is  the 
will  of  Congress  that  all  transportation  of  persons  and  prop- 
erty by  rail  should  come  under  the  same  rules  of  general 
right  and  equity,  some  further  designation  of  the  agencies  in 
transportation  which  shall  be  controlled  by  such  rules  would 
seem  to  be  indispensable. 

The  Long  and  Short  Haul  Clause  of  the  Act. 

Another  question  presenting  itself  immediately  on  the  or- 
ganization of  the  Commission  was  that  respecting  the  proper 
construc^tion  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act,  which,  after 
providing 

That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  f^ommon  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act  to  char^'e  or  receive  any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggi-egato 
for  the  trans[)ortation  of  passengers  or  of  like  kind  of  property,  under  sub- 
fcitantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  for  a  shorter  than  for  a 
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longer  distance  over  the  same  line,  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being 
included  within  tho  longer  distance. 

proceeds  to  say — 

That,  upon  application  to  the  C'Ommission  appointed  under  the  provisionB 
of  this  Act,  su(;h  common  carrier  may,  in  special  cases,  after  investigation 
by  the  Commission,  bo  authorized  to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter 
distances  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  and  the  Commis- 
sion may  from  time  to  time  proscribe  the  extent  to  which  such  designated 
i'ommon  carrier  may  bo  relieved  from  the  operation  of  this  section  of  Uiis 
Act. 

The  provision  against  charging  more  for  the  shorter  than 
for  the  longer  liaul  under  the  like  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions over  the  same  line  and  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter 
being  included  within  the  longer  distance,  is  one  of  obvious 
justice  and  propriety.  Indeed,  unless  one  is  familiar  with  the 
conditions  of  railroad  traffic  in  sections  of  the  country  where 
the  enactment  of  this  provision  is  found  to  have  its  principal 
importance,  h(i  miglit  not  readily  understand  how  it  could  be 
claimed  that  circumstances  and  conditions  could  be  such  as 
to  justify  the  making  of  any  exceptions  to  the  general  rale. 

It  is  a  part  of  the  history  of  the  Act  that  one  house  of 
Congress  was  disi)Obed  to  make  the  ride  of  the  fourth  section 
imperative  and  absolute  ;  and  it  is  likely  that  in  many  sec- 
tions of  tho  c(mntry  many  railroad  managers  would  very 
willingly  liavc^  conformed  to  it,  because  for  the  most  part 
they  could  have  done  so  without  loss,  and  with  very  little 
disturbance  to  general  business.  But  in  some  other  parts  of 
th(»  country  the  immediate  enforcement  of  an  iron-clad  rule 
would  have  worked  changes  so  radical  that  many  localities 
in  their  gtuieral  interests,  many  great  industiies,  as  well  an 
mnny  railroads,  would  hav(i  found  it  impossible  to  conform 
without  suiicring  very  serious  injury.  In  some  cases,  prob- 
ably, the  injury  w(mld  have  been  overbalanced  by  a  gi*eater 
good  ;  in  others  it  would  have  been  irremediable.  To  enforce 
it  strictly  v.onld  have  been,  in  some  of  its  consequences  in 
pMrticul.iv  eases,  almost  like  establishing,  as  to  vested  inter- 
<\sts,  a  new  rule  oi  ])ro])(M*ty. 

/>/ 7/V'////y  at  tic:  Sff/fjerf.  —A  study  of  the  conditions 
undei-  wliieli  railroad  traffic  in  certain  sections  of  tho 
country   has   sprung  up   is  necessary  to  an  understanding 
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of  the  difficulties  wliicli  surrouud  the  subject.  The  territory 
bounded  by  the  Ohio  and  the  Potomac  on  the  north 
and  ]w  the  Mississippi  on  the  west,  presented  to  the  Com- 
mission an  opportunity,  and  also  an  occasion,  for  such  a  study. 
The  raih-oad  business  of  that  section  has  grown  to  be  wliat 
it  is  in  sharp  competition  with  water  carriers,  who  not  only 
have  had  tlie  ©cean  at  their  service,  but  by  means  of  navig- 
able streams  were  able  to  penetrate  the  interior  in  all  direc- 
tions. The  carriers  by  water  were  lirst  in  the  held,  and  were 
having  a  very  thriving  business  while  railroads  were  coming 
into  (•xisteniie  ;  but  when  the  roads  were  built  the  competi- 
tion between  them  and  the  water-crait  soon  became  sharp 
and  eh 'SO,  and  at  the  eliief  competing  points  tlie  question 
speedily  came  to  be,  not  what  the  service  in  transportation 
was  worth,  or  even  what  it  would  cost  to  the  parties  perform- 
ing it,  bufc  at  what  charge  for  its  service  the  one  carrier  or 
the  otlior  might  obtain  the  business.  In  this  competition 
the  boat  owners  had  great  advantages :  the  capital  invested 
in  their  business  was  much  smaller ;  they  were  not  restricted 
closely  to  one  line,  but  could  change  from  one  to  another  as 
the  exigencies  of  business  might  require  ;  the  cost  of  the 
operation  was  less.  But  the  railroads  had  an  advantage  in 
greater  speed,  which  at  some  times,  and  in  respect  to  some 
freight,  was  controlling. 

In  this  competition  of  boat  and  railroad  the  rates  of  trans- 
portation which  were  directly  controlled  l)y  it,  soon  reached 
a  point  to  which  the  railroads  could  not  possibly  have  reduced 
all  their  tariffs  and  still  maintain  a  profitable  existence.  They 
did  not  attempt  such  a  reduction,  but  on  the  contrary,  while 
reducing  tlieir  rates  at  the  points  of  water  competition  to 
any  figuiv-s  that  should  be  necessarv  to  enable  them  to  obtain 
the  fv<  i-iii'^,  they  kept  them  up  at  all  other  points  to  such 
figures  as  they  deemed  the  service  to  be  worth,  or  as  they 
could  obtain.  It  often  happened,  therefore,  that  the  rates  for 
trans[)Oxting  property  over  the  whole  length  of  a  road  to  a 
terminus  on  a  water  highway  would  not  exceed  those  for 
the  ti  an.sportation  for  half  the  distance  only,  to  a  way  station 
not  similarly  favored  with  competition.  The  seeming  injus- 
tice was  excused  on  the  plea  of  necessity.     The  rates  to  the 
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terminus,  it  was  said,  were  fixed  by  the  competition,  and 
could  not  be  advanced  without  abandoning  the  business  to 
tlie  boats.  The  greater  rates  to  the  local  points  were  no 
more  tiiiiu  was  reasonable,  and  they  were  not  by  reason  of 
the  low  rates  to  the  comi)etitive  point  made  greater  than  they 
otherwise  would  have  been.  Qn  the  contrary,  if  the  rates 
on  the  railroad  wore  established  on  a  mileage  basis  through- 
out, with  no  regard  to  special  competitive  forces  at  particular 
points,  the  etfcct  in  diminishing  the  volume  of  business  would 
be  so  serious  that  local  rates  at  non-competitive  points  would 
]i(  cessarily  be  advanccnl  beyond  what  they  are  made  when 
the  c-()iJi[)etitivo  business  can  bo  taken  also,  even  though  the 
competitive  business  be  taken  at  rates  which  leave  little 
margin  above  the  actual  cost  of  movement.  Such  is  the 
common  argument  advanced  in  support  of  the  short-haul  rates. 

But  the  lower  rates  on  the  longer  hauls  have  not  been  due 
altogether  to  water  competition  ;  railroad  competition  has 
been  allowed  to  have  a  similar  effect  in  reducing  them.  But 
as  the  railroad  tariffs  are  commonly  agreed  uj^on  between 
the  parties  making  them,  the  necessity  which  controlled  the 
water  competition  was  not  so  apparent  here,  and  to  some 
extent  the  lower  rates  have  been  conceded  to  important  towns 
in  order  to  equalize  advantages  as  between  them  and  other 
towns  which  we're  their  rivals,  and  to  which  lower  rates  had 
been  given  under  a  pressure  of  necessity.  But  they  were 
given  also  in  many  cases  as  a  means  of  building  up  a  long- 
haul  traffics  that  could  not  ])ossibly  bear  the  local  rates,  and 
wliicli  consequently  would  not  exist  at  all  if  rates  were  es- 
tablislicd  on  a  mileage  basis,  or  on  any  basis  which,  as 
l)et\v<'(Mi  the  lont?  and  short  haul  traffic,  undertook  to  pre- 
serve .'iiiything  lik<»  r<;lative  ecjuality. 

It  would  ]}o  ^'orei^n  to  the  purposes  of  this  report  to  dis- 
cuss nt  til  is  time  the  cpiestion  whether  in  this  system  of  rate- 
Tnakiii'j;  tlie  evils  or  the  advantages  were  most  numerous  and 
iir.])()rt:nit.  Some  of  tli^  evils  are  olnious ;  not  the  least  of 
which  is  th(»  im])ossibility  of  making  it  apparent  to  those 
who  liave  not  consid^n'od  the  subject  in  all  its  bearings,  that 
tlie  grenter  charge  fc^r  the  shoi^ter  haul  can  in  any  case  be 
just.     The  lirst  impression  necessarily  is  that  it  must  be  ex- 
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tortionate  ;  and  until  that  is  removed  it  stands  as  an  im- 
peachment of  the  fairness  and  relative  equity  of  railroad 
rates.  But  on  the  other  hand  it  must  be  conceded  that  this 
method  of  making  rates  represents  the  best  judgment  of  ex- 
perts who  have  spent  many  years  in  solving  the  problems  of 
railroad  transportation  ;  and  its  sudden  termination  without 
allowing  opportunity  for  business  to  adapt  itself  to  the 
change  would,  to  some  extent,  check  the  prosperity  of 
many  important  places,  render  unprotitable  nuuiy  tliri^dng 
enterprises,  and  probably  put  an  end  to  some  long-haul 
traffic  now  usefully  carried  on  between  distant  parts  of 
the  country.  It  is  also  quite  clear  that  the  more  powerful 
corporations  of  the  country,  controlling  the  largest  traffic 
and  operating  on  the  chief  lines  of  trade  through  the  most 
thickly  settled  districts,  can  conform  to  the  statutory  rule 
with  much  more  ease  and  much  less  apjjarent  danger  of  loss 
of  income  than  can  the  weaker  lines,  whose  business  is  com- 
paratively light  and  perhaps  admits  of  no  dividends,  and  the 
pressure  of  whose  fixed  charges  imposes  a  constant  struggle 
to  avoid  bankruptcy. 

If  Congress  intended  this  immediate  change  of  .-system,  it 
was  not  for  the  Commission  to  inquire  wbetluu'  the  evils  of 
making  it  at  once  would  or  w(mld  not  exceed  tlie  benefits. 
The  law  must  stand  as  the  conclusive  evidcnc(i  of  its  own 
wisdom,  and  the  authorities  charged  with  enforcing  it  were 
not  to  question  but  to  obey  it.  With  the  Commission,  there- 
fore, the  first  question  was  one  of  interpretation  ;  and  when 
it  was  clearly  perceived  what  Congress  intended,  the  line  of 
duty  was  plain.  The  intent  should  be  given  eftect,  not  only 
because  it  was  enacted,  but  because  in  the  enactment  it  was 
determined  by  the  proper  authority  that  the  public  good 
required  it. 

Construdion  of  the  Clause. — In  coming  to  a  consideration 
of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  it  was  immediately  perceived 
that  many  different  views  were  taken  of  it,  some  of  which 
were  settled  convictions  which  were  the  result  of  thought 
and  reflection,  while  others  were  mere  off-hand  impressions 
and  deserving  of  little  attention.  By  some  persons  it  was  as- 
sumed that  the  Commission  had  by  the  Act  been  given  a  gen- 
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eFal  authority  to  suspend  altogether  the  operation*  of  the 
fourth  section,  and  upon  this  utterly  baseless  and  unreason- 
able assumption  the  Commission  was  plied  with  arguments 
in  support  of  a  general  suspension.  *  Other  views  went  to 
the  opposite  extreme,  and  while  holding  that  the  general 
rule  must  be  enforced  in  all  cases  until  the  Commission  had 
sanctioned  exceptions,  would  restrict  the  power  to  make  ex- 
ceptions to  individual  shipments  made  under  circumstances 
and  conditions  which  were  special  and  peculiar.  8uch  a  re- 
striction would  obviously  render  the  authority  to  make  ex- 
ceptions of  no  practical  utility. 

But  among  those  who  had  given  the  subject  thought  and 
attention,  and  v/hose  views  for  that  reason  were  deserving 
of  consideration,  a  most  important  difference  of  opinion  was 
found  to  exist  regarding  the  stage  at  which  the  intervention 
of  the  Commission  under  the  fourth  section  was  to  be  in- 
voked. By  some  persons  it  was  believed  that  a  rule  was  laid 
down  by  that  section  which  could  not  lawfully  be  departed 
from  until  the  Commission  on  investigation  had  determined 
that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  longer  and  of 
the  shorter  transportation  were  so  dissimilar  as  to  justify 
making  the  greater  charge  for  that  which  was  the  shorter, 
and  had  prescribed  the  extent  of  the  permissible  exception. 

By  others  the  fact  was  emphasized  that  the  charging  or 
receiving  "  any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for 
the  transportation  of  passengers  or  of  the  like  kind  of  prop- 
erty "  "  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the 
same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being 
included  in  the  longer  distance,"  was  only  declared 
by  the  secticm  to  be  unlawful  when  both  were  "un- 
der substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions;" 
:iiul  they  confidently  affirmed  that  the  carrier  could 
require  no  order  of  relief  from  the  Commission  when 
the  circumstances  and  ccnditit?fii§ '.  were  in  fact  dissimi- 
lar,  since  the  f]jreater  chai*ge  was  not  then  unlawful  and  not 
forbidden.  This  view  would* leave  the  carrier  at  liberty  to 
act  on  its  own  judgment  of  the  coitditions  and  circumstances 
ill  any  case,  subject  to  responsibility  to  the  law  if  the 
greater  charge  were  made  for  the    shorter  transportation 
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^vlien  the  circumstances  and  conditions  were  not  in  fact  dis- 
similar, unless  authorized  to  make  such  greater  charge  by 
the  relieving  order  of  the  Commission. 

Wnen  tiie  (Jommissioii  was  called  upon  in  tlie  periorinance 
of  its  duty  to  give  an  interpretation  to  this  section  it  was 
found  on  comparison  of  views  that  the  interpretation  last 
above  mentioned  seemed  to  all  its  members  to  be  the  on(^ 
best  warranted  by  the  phraseology  of  the  statute.  Mor(*- 
over,  when  it  was  conside^-ed  how  vast  was  the  raih'oad 
niileago  of  the  country,  how  numerous  were  tlie  cases  in 
different  sections  in  which,  for  divers  reasons,  the  gcutu'al  ruhi 
j)rescril)cd  by  the  l*(;arth  section  was  tlien  ch  parted  froiii,  this 
interpretation  seeiiuul  the  only  one  which,  in  lubuinistcrin}^ 
the  law,  would  be  found  practical  or  workabl<'.  l^J^^sibJy 
the  Commission  might  therefore  liave  been  justilied  in  mak- 
ing immediate  announcement  of  this  opinion. 

It  was  not,  however,  believed  to  be  wise  to  make  such  an- 
nouncement at  that  time.  The  construction  of  a  new  stat- 
ute having  great  remedial  purposes  in  view  ought  not  to  be 
hastily  made  by  the  tribunal  called  upon  to  act  under  it. 
When  a  question  of  construction  comes  before  the  courts 
panties  interested  in  taking  different  views  arc  heard  by 
counsel,  and  if  the  cas(j  is  important  the  court  is  likc^ly  to 
liave  all  the  considerations  which  support  the  several  views 
presented,  and  will  thus  be  fully  informed  when  it  comes  to 
make  decision. 

The  Commission  had  not  had  the  benefit  of  discussion  by 
counsel  of  this  most  important  provision.  To  delay,  before 
taking  any  action  whatever,  until  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
affairs  a  case  should  arise  where  the  proper  construction  of 
the  section  should  be  the  point  in  controversy,  mij^dit  be  ex- 
ceedin<4lv  ininrions  to  many  interests.  Under  these  cinnim- 
stances  it  seemed  to  the  Commission  tliatthe  prudent  course, 
and  the  course  most  consistent  with  the  general  ])nrpos<  s 
the  act  was  intended  to  accomplish,  was  to  take  such  action 
as  for  the  time  being  would  disturb  as  little  as  possible  tin? 
general  business  of  the  country,  and  at  the  same  time  give 
ample  opportunity  for  full  discussion  and  consideration  of 
this  most  important  question. 
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The  act  to  regulate  commerce  was  not  passed  to  injure  any 
interests,  but  to  conserve  and  protect.  It  liad  for  its  object 
to  regulate  a  vast  business  according  to  the  requirements  of 
justice.  Its  intervention  was  supposed  to  be  called  for  by 
the  existeiice  of  numerous  evils,  and  the  Commission  was  cre- 
uiod  to  aid  in  bringing  about  great  aud  salutary  measures  of 
iiiiprovemont.  The  business  is  one  that  concerns  the  citizen 
intimuLcly  in  all  the  relations  of  life,  and  sudden  changes  in 
it,  though  in  the  direction  of  improvement,  might  in  their  im- 
mediate consequences  be  more  harmful  than  beneficial.  It 
Avas  much  more  important  to  move  safely  and  steadily  in  the 
direction  of  reform  than  to  move  hastily,  regardless  of  con- 
sequences, and  perhaps  be  compelled  to  retrace  important 
steps  after  great  and  possibly  irremediable  mischief  had  been 
done.  The  act  was  not  passed  for  a  day  or  for  a  year ;  it 
had  periiKnient  benefits  in  view  and  to  accomplish  these 
with  the  least  possible  disturbance  to  the  immense  interests 
involved  seemed  an  obvious  dictate  of  duty. 

Acting  upon  these  views,  and  in  order  to  give  opportunity 
for  full  discussion,  the  Commission,  after  having  made  suffi- 
cient invosfigation  into  the  facts  of  each  case  to  satisfy  itself 
that  a  ^;/"///>a  J'iwu'  case  for  its  intervention  existed,  made 
orders  for  reli(^f  under  the  fcmrth  section,  where  such  relief 
was  belicived  to  be  most  imperative.  Tlieee  orders  were  tem- 
porary in  their  terms,  and  in  making  them  it  was  announced 
that  sessions  would  be  held  in  the  section  of  the  country  to 
which  a  majority  of  these  orders  related,  at  which  all  parties 
interest(Ml  in  the  (juestions  they  pn^sented  were  at  liberty  to 
aj)pear  aiid  ])rosent  their  views.  Whatever  view  shoidd  ulti- 
mately be  taken  of  the  pro])er  interpretation  of  the  fourth 
section,  this  course  could  result  in  no  serious  injury.  If  the 
first  impression  of  the  Commission  should  be  held  to  be  cor- 
rc^ct,  the  orders  would  only  sanction  what  might  have  been 
done  without  them,  but  if  the  opposite  view  should  be  taken 
they  would  only  postpone  for  a  time  the  strict  enforcement 
of  the  fourth  section,  and  give  opportunity  during  thatperiod 
for  the  business  of  the  country  to  adapt  itself  as  far  as  pos- 
sible to  the  new  requirement. 

The  considerations  which  were  influential  in  determining 
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when  these  temporary  orders  should  be  granted  were  not 
more  the  relief  of  the  carriers  from  danger  of  loss  than  the 
prevention  of  threatened  disturbance  of  business  interests  in 
certain  localities,  which  by  its  reflex  action  seemed  liable 
to  embarass  seriously  the  entire  country.  When  no  great  or 
special  urgency  was  shown,  connecting  threatened  injury  to 
important  interests  with  the  literal  enforcement  of  the  sec- 
tion, or  when  the  only  showing  made  was  of  the  loss  of  a 
certain  line  of  traffic  to  one  carrier  which  nevertheless  was 
adequately  served  by  being  given  another  direction,  tempo- 
rary orders  were  not  made.  Fifty-eight  petitions  were  filed 
for  relief  from  the  operation  of  the  fourth  section,  some  of 
which  were  joint ;  ninety-five  railroad  companies  were  peti- 
tioners ;  temporary  orders  were  made  in  twenty  cases,  by 
the  terms  of  which  fortv-three  carriers  were  for  a  limited 
period  and  pending  full  investigation  relieved  from  the  oper- 
ation of  the  section  as  to  certain  points  enumerated  in  each 
order,  where  the  charging  of  less  for  the  longer  distance  was 
permitted  to  be  continued  for  the  time  being. 

The  opinion  of  the  Commission  upon  the  applications  for 
relief  is  1.  'i'0';\nth  given  in  Appendix  A.  In  the  same  appen- 
dix is  given  a  list  o{  tlu^  carriers  petitioning  and  a  statement 
of  the  action  of  the  Commission  on  each  case. 

Modip'cdt'io)},  of  l\infs.  —In  finally  announcing  its  conclu- 
sion, as  it  (lid  on  the  ])etiti(m  of  tlio  Louisville  and  Nashville 
Railroad  Company  for  relief,  the  (^Oiuniission  called  the  atten- 
tion of  th(5  s(iveral  carriei's  whi(th  had  obtained  orders  to  tlie 
desirability  of  revising  their  tarifls  and  bringing  them  inoin^ 
nearly  into  conformity  with  the  general  rule  of  the  fourth  sec- 
tion. TIh^  opinion  was  (Expressed  that  tliis  revision  was  pvacti- 
cabl(»  witli()nts(»riousiniurvto  th(^  interests  involved.  This  su<r- 
gestion  wns  acted  upon  by  sev(M*al  of  the  pc^titioning  carriois, 
and  bv  a  still  gn^ater  number  who  had  not  ])etition(Ml  for 
relief;  :ind  the  (V)mmission  takes  ])loasur(^  now  in  being  able 
to  report  that  in  lari^^e  s(^ctions  of  the  countrv  obedience  to 
the  general  rule  of  the  fourth  section  is  without  important 
dxce])tiou.  While  before  the  passage  of  the  Act  few  lines 
operate'l  ns  competitors  for  long-haul  traffic  could  be  found 
upon  which  t!ie  practice  of  the  lesser  charge  for  the  longer 
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haul  did  not  exist,  on  a  very  large  proportion  of  them  all  it 
has  now  come  to  an  end.  This  has  in  some  instances  been 
accomplished  by  raising  the  rates  on  through  traffic,  but  in 
many  c;ises  where  this  was  done  the  practical  experiment  re- 
sulted tinally  in  a  general  reduction  throughout  the  line.  In 
other  instances  the  lower  rates  on  long-haul  traffic  were 
retained  and  the  local  rates  reduced  to  the  limit  thus  estabi 
lislied.  In  still  other  instances  a  compromise  course  was 
pursued,  the  previous  low  rates  at  certain  so-called  competi- 
tive points  being  raised  somewhat,  and  the  local  rates  at  i 
intermediate  points  reduced  sufficiently  to  be  brought  within 
the  statutory  rule.  This  last  course  was  pursued  upon 
some  of  tiio  leading  roads  in  the  Southern  States  as  to 
points  to  wiiich  it  was  in  their  power  to  control  the  rates  made. 

Thcr  process  has  been  continually  going  on,  and  is  still  in 
progress.  Tarilfs  are  from  time  to  time  filed  with  the  Com- 
mission showing  a  reconstruction  of  the  rates  in  the  direction 
of  tiie  rule  l:ii<l  down  in  the  fourth  section.  The  carriers 
making  thorn  sometimes  protest  that  the  rates  are  not  volun- 
tarily ii.o /!»  .  but  only  because  the  law  so  requires,  and  that 
thuy  Vvl'l  Ixx. vjIvo  largo  loss  of  revenue.  The  apprehension 
of  loss  ill  cases  when  the  local  and  non-competitive  rates  are 
adjusted  to  the  through  rates,  is,  in  some  cases,  supported 
by  stronjj;  probabilities. 

The  tnniscontinontal  roads  have  not  conformed  to  the  gen- 
eral rule  of  the  fourth  section.  By  the  managers  of  those 
roads  it  is  contended  that  in  view  of  the  competition  which 
they  must  meet,  not  only  of  ocean  vessels  but  of  the  Cana- 
dian rnilwiiys,  it  will  b(?  absolutely  impossible  for  them  to 
comply  witli  the  strict  ruhi  of  the  fourth  section  without  sur- 
rend(»rin^  a  very  large  portion  of  their  through  business,  and 
that  sucli  surrender  will  be  (H|ually  ruinous  to  their  own  in- 
terest and  to  many  other  large  interests  on  the  Pacific 
coast.  How  far  tliis  contention  is  just  the  Commission  has 
as  yet  n(^ith(?r  had  the  occasion  nor  found  the  oppoiiiunity  for 
jud<:inir;  but  cases  now  i)ending  in  which  the  rates  to  inte- 
rior points  are  complaine'd  of  will  soon  receive  attention,  and 
the  gcmeral  question  will  probably  to  some  extent  be  found 
involved. 
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Neither  is  it  the  case  that  the  roads  in  the  States  south  of 
tlie  Ohio  have  come  into  general  couformity  Avith  the  ruhi 
of  the  fourth  section.  Some  of  them  have  greatly  modified 
their  tarilFs  in  that  direction  ;  some  profess  compliance,  Avhilo 
some  insist  that  com])liance  is  not  possible  witliout  ruin.  Of 
these  the  case  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  llailroad  Com- 
pany may  be  taken  as  representative.  In  pending  pro- 
cet^dings  ii gainst  that  company  for  a  violation  of  the  fourth 
section  it  is  frankly  avowed  by  the  com})any  that  its  method 
of  making  rates  has  not  been  changcul  since  the  Act  was 
passed,  and  at  the  same  time  it  is  insistcnl  that  any  consider- 
able change  is  impossible.  The  local  rates  cannot  be  re- 
duced, it  is  said,  because  they  arc;  as  low  now  as  can  be 
afforded  unless  the  competitivt;  rates  ar<^  raised,  and  to  raise 
the  competitive  rates  would  be  to  abjtndon  the  business, 
which  would  then  go  to  other  carriers.  It  is  furtli(^r  insisted 
for  the  company  that  while  it  giv(,'s,  as  it  is  compelled  to  do, 
very  low  rates  to  comp<^ting  points,  tin*  intermediate  stations 
parti(di)ate  in  the  benefits,  Ixu'ause  tlieir  rntes  never  exceed 
the  rates  to  the  comjxititivc;  points  with  the  local  rates  thenc(^. 
to  the  intermediate;  stations  addi^l,  and  tlien^foie  evcn'V  rednc- 
tion  to  tlie  competitive  i)oint  causes  a  lik(^  reduction  to  tlu; 
intermediate^  point  also.  This,  as  lias  been  said,  is  the  con- 
tention wliich  the  company  makes  in  pending  cases,  and  in 
support  of  which  much  evidence  has  becMi  })ut  in. 

Circtutous  fiOfrte,'L — Some  of  thc^  easels  in  which  the  strict 
rule  of  the  fourth  section  is  not  a]>pli(Hl  arc;  cases  in  which 
the  longer  hauls  are  made  by  circuitous  rtmtes,  and  the 
chargers  arc;  necessarily  made  very  low  in  orch;r  to  niec;t  the 
compc;tition  of  more  direct  lines.  The;  com])etition  l)y  these 
circuitous  routes  is  in  some  cases  hardly  lc;gitimate„and  while 
it  continues  it  constitutes  a  disturbing  element  in  the  general 
railroad  business  of  the  section.  It  is  nevertheless  thought 
by  the  local  communities  to  be  important,  and  there  are  pro- 
bably some  weak  lines  that  would  find  it  difficult  to  maintain 
a  useful  existc;ncc  if  not  permitted  to  engage  in  competition 
for  a  business  that  would  naturally  fall  to  other  lines.  It 
happens  in  some  of  these  cases  that  the  lower  charges  on  the 
longer  hauls  arc  only  made  lower  because  the  points  to  which 
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they  are  made  are  uearer  by  direct  routes  to  the  common 
market  than  the  points  to  which  the  higher  charges  are  made ;  ' 
and  in  snch  cases  to  compel  the  circuitous  route  to  conform 
to  the  rule  of  the  fourtli  section  strictly  would  be  to  compel 
an  abandonment  of  some  portions  of  its  business.  If  the 
direct  lines  to  the  common  market  give  to  the  near  point  the 
lower  rate,  the  circuitous  line  has  no  alternative  but  to  do  the 
same  or  to  give  up  any  attempt  at  competition. 

The  Commission  has  not  as  yet  had  occasion  to  decide  a 
case  which  involved  the  construction  of  the  fourth  section  in 
its  application  to  traffic  by  these  circuitous  routes ;  the  only 
case  in  wliich  the  question  was  made  having  been  found, 
when  the  facts  were  examined,  not  to  present  it.  (1  Inter- 
state Comm(»rce  Commission  Reports,  p.  199). 

In  some  cases  the  lower  rate  on  the  longer  line  is  a  com- 
bination of  rates  over  several  lines;  and  it  has  been  con- 
tended in  some  quarters  that  the  fourth  section  only  applies 
to  (tases  in  which  the  carrier  who  makes  the  greater  charge 
for  the  slioiter  haul  controls  the  line  of  longer  haul,  and 
makes  the  charge  upon  that  also.  The  Commission  does  not 
take  this  view,  but  has  decided  in  the  case  of  the  Vermont 
State  CJi'.aiijro  ai^aiiist  the  Boston  and  Lowell  Railroad  Co. 
and  otiicns  (1  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  Reports, 
page  15H),  that  wliere  a  carrier  unites  with  one  or  more  others 
in  making  a  rate  for  long-haul  traffic,  the  rate  so  made 
constitutc^s  a  measure  for  the  rates  on  short-haul  traffic  upon 
its  own  lines  jis  much  as  it  would  if  the  long-haul  transport- 
ation was  on  its  line  exclusive! v. 

Kjji'.ctx  of  A hrofjat'mn  of  Fornter  Practice. — Where  the  prac- 
tice of  making  the  greater  charge  upon  the  shorter  haul  has 
long  prcivailtMl,  the  effect  of  its  abrogation  upon  some  portion 
of  the  business  of  the  smaller  cities  of  the  country  should 
})crhaps  be  noted.  Those  cities  have  generally  been  in 
position  to  handle  goods  of  all  kinds,  purchasing  them  atim- 
])orting,  manufacturing,  and  producing  points,  and  reselling  to 
retail  dealers  in  their  more  immediate  vicinity.  The  rates  of 
freight  have  favored  these  distributing  points,  and  hjive  been 
so  low  that  goods  could  be  taken  to  them  and  sent  forward 
after  handling,  or  even  returned  for  a  certain  distance  over 
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the  same  line,  at  a  less  aggregate  rate  of  freight  than  the 
smaller  places  could  obtain  on  the  same  goods  from  the 
same  initial  point.  The  ability  to  do  this  has  developed  very 
important  business  houses,  and  has  largely  controlled  busi- 
ness methods  in  some  sections  of  the  countrv,  but  it  no  lonjj:er 
exists  when  the  fourth  section  has  been  literally  applied.  The 
rate  from  the  initial  point  to  the  given  city — as,  for  example, 
from  i3altimore  or  Philadelphia  to  Danville,  Va. — added  to 
the  rate  fi'om  that  point  to  smaller  points  beyond,  will  then 
be  more  than  the  through  rates  from  the  initial  point  to  the 
latter  places,  and  at  the  same  time  tlie  rate  to  the  given  city 
will  be  as  great  or  greater  than  the  rates  to  the  intermediate 
points  on  the  same  line  ;  and  the  natural  efloct  is  to  depress 
the  wholesale  business  at  all  such  points  and  to  throw  the 
trade  into  the  hands  of  metropolitan  dealers.  This  fact  is 
clearly  seen  in  some  of  the  cases  now  pending  before  the 
Commission.  There  are  compensations  for  all  such  inci- 
dental injuries,  and  the  question  involved  being  one  of  leg- 
islative policy,  the  Commission  deems  it  sufficient  to  state 
the  facts  as  they  exist,  without  comment  ujion  them. 

The  Commission,  on  October  20,  caused  a  circuhir  letter  to 
be  sent  to  the  various  carriers  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  tliroughout  the  United  States,  inquiring  concerning 
the  practical  application  of  the  fourth  section  in  making  the 
tariffs  in  use  upon  the  lines  of  each  respectively.  This  cir- 
cular has  been  very  generally  answered,  and  the  replies  giv(^ 
full  information  in  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  the  pro- 
visions of  the  "  long  and  short  haul "  clause  are  now  being 
.observed  by  the  carriers.  A  very  large  number  of  railroad 
companies,  lines,  and  systems,  answer  unequivocally  that 
there  are  no  points  upon  their  respective  lines  to  or  from 
which  interstate  rates  for  passengers  or  freight  are  greater 
than  to  or  from  more  distant  points  in  the  same  directiop. 
over  the  same  line.  Others,  slightly  misapprehending  the 
inquiry  made,  state  that  no  such  instances  exist  upon  their 
own  roads,  but  that  joint  tarififs  are  made  by  them  to  points 
upon  other  roads  where  variations  from  the  rule  exist.  Still 
others  state  the  points  upon  their  lines  which  are  exception- 
ally treated,  and  give  the  reasons  which  are  claimed  to  justify 
them  in  the  rates  made. 
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The  statements  and  explanations  of  the  different  companies 
so  fjir  as  tbey  are  other  than  a  simple  negative  reply,  present 
the  situation  so  clearly  and  directly,  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  carriers,  and  show  so  distinctly  the  yarious  circumstances 
and  conditions  found  in  different  parts  of  the  country  which 
are  claimed  by  them  to  affect  their  traffic  to  an  extent  war- 
ranting a  departure  from  the  letter  of  the  statutory  rule, 
that  the  Commission  has  determined  to  lay  the  entire  series 
before  Congress  as  an  appendix  to  this  report.  This 
appen<lix,  which  is  marked  E,  contains  the  following  docn* 
ments : — 

I.  Circular  letter  to  carriers  of  October  20, 1887. 

II.  List  of  carriers  which  reply  that  they  do  not  make 
interstate  rates  where  a  greater  sum  is  charged  for  a  shorter 
than  for  a  longer  distance  in  the  same  direction  over  the 
samci  line,  to  or  from  any  point  on  their  respective  roads. 

III.  Letters  and  documents  from  carriers  which  accepted 
the  invitation  of  the  Commission  to  make  a  statement  con- 
cerning the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  traffic  which 
they  claimed  made  their  case  exceptional. 

Ee viewing  railway  operations  during  the  period  which  has 
elapsed  since  the  Act  took  effect,  the  Commission  feels  war- 
rantcid  in  saying  that  while  less  has  been  done  in  the  direc- 
tion of  bringing  the  freight  tariffs  into  conformity  with  the 
general  rule  prescribed  by  the  fourth  section  than  some  per- 
sons perhaps  expected,  there  has  nevertheless  been  a  grati- 
fying advance  in  that  direction,  and  there  is  every  reason  to 
believe  that  this  will  continue.  That  substantial  benefits 
will  flow  from  making  the  rule  as  general  as  shall  be  found 
practicable  cannot  be  doubted ;  and  even  when  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  of  long  and  short-haul  traffic  are  dis- 
similar, the  desirability  of  avoiding  any  considerable  dispar- 
ity in  the  charges  is  great  and  obvious.  So  far,  therefore,  and 
so  fast  as  business  prudence  and  a  proper  regard  to  the  inter- 
(^sts  of  the  communities  which  would  be  disturbed  and  injured 
by  j)recipitate  changes  will  admit  of  its  being  done,  such  rail- 
road companies  as  do  not  now  conform  to  the  statutory  rule 
should  make  their  rates  on  these  two  classes  of  traffic  more 
obviously  just  and  more  proportional  than  they  have  hitherto 
been  or  now  are. 
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THE   FILING  AND   PUBLICATION  OF  TARIFFS. 

In  addition  to  the  publication  of  the  freight  and  passenger 
tariffs,  each  carrier  is  also  required  to  file  with  the  Commis- 
sion copies  of  its  schedules  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges,  and 
promptly  to  notify  the  Commission  of  all  changes  made  in 
the  same ;  also  to  file  with  the  Commission  copies  of  all 
contracts,  agreements,  or  arrangements  with  other  carriers  in 
relation  to  any  traffic  affected  by  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
which  it  may  be  a  party.  And  in  cases  where  passengers 
and  freight  pass  over  continuous  lines  or  routes  operated  by 
more  tlian  one  common  carrier,  and  the  several  common 
carriers  operating  such  lines  or  routes  establish  joint  tariffs 
of  rates,  or  fares,  or  charges  for  such  continuous  lines  or 
routes,  co^Dies  of  the  same  are  in  like  manner  required  to  be 
filed,  and  the  Commission  is  empowered  to  require  their 
publication  in  so  far  as  it  shall  be  found  practicable,  and  to 
determine  the  measure  of  publicity  to  be  given  to  such  rates, 
fares,  and  charges.  With  these  provisions  there  has  been 
general,  but  not  in  all  cases  satisfactory,  compliance  on  the 
part  of  the  carriers;  and  the  Commission,  acting  under  the 
discretionary  authority  conferred  upon  it  to  require  the  pub- 
lication of  joint  tariffs,  has  made  order  for  their  publication 
in  all  cases  where  the  joint  tariff  is  competitive  to  that  which 
is  taken  by  a  single  line  between  the  same  points  ;  the  publi- 
cation under  such  circumstances  being  important  to  the 
interests  of  fair  and  open  competition. 

But  though  the  carriers  make  and  file  their  tariffs  as  re- 
quired by  the  Act,  there  is  no  general  uniformity  to  the  tariffs 
or  to  the  classifications,  either  in  form  or  in  general  method 
of  preparation.  This  is  unfortunate  for  several  reasons,  but 
especially  because  the  public,  who  have  to  deal  with  many 
carriers,  are  likely  to  bo  confused  between  the  different 
methods  of  giving  information,  and  possibly  to  be  misled  in 
some  cases.  The  difficulty  of  making  use  of  them  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Commission  is  also  greatly  enhanced  by  the 
want  of  uniformity,  and  the  Commission  would  be  very  glad 
to  correct  it  if  that  were  possible.  The  force  of  assistants 
which  the  appropriation  made  by  the  Act  enabled  the  Coi»"* 
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mission  to  engage  is  so  small  that  any  steps  in  this  direction 
have  up  to  this  time  been  quite  out  of  the  question.  Some 
idea  of  the  labor  devolved  upon  this  clerical  force  may  be 
formed  when  it  is  known  that  as  near  as  can  now  be  estimated 
one  hundred  and  ten  thousand  books,  papers,  and  documents,  * 
showing  rates,  fares,  and  charges  for  transportation,  and 
contracts,  agreements,  or  arrangements  between  carriers  in 
relation  to  interstate  traffic,  have  been  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  Commission,  all  of  which  required  appropriate  classifi- 
cation and  systematic  arrangement.  It  has  been  quite  im- 
possible to  do  more  with  these  than  to  acknowledge  the  re- 
ceipt, classif}',  and  index  them,  and  put  them  in  order  for 
reference.  The  organization  of  a  general  system  upon  which 
they  might  most  usefully  be  made  has  not  been  attempted ; 
nor  even  any  systematic  investigation  of  their  contents 
for  the  purpose  of  observing  to  what  extent  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  is  complied  with  in  their 
preparation. 

This  latter  duty  seems  to  be  clearly  contemplated  by  the 
Act.  The  Commission  has  felt  it  to  be  its  duty  not  to  exceed 
in  its  expenditures  the  appropriation  made,  unless  compel- 
led by  a  n(?c(;ssity  that  should  be  plainly  imperative ;  and 
steps,  however  desirable,  that  required  to  give  them  effect, 
more  clerical  force  than  the  appropriation  would  enable  it  to 
secure  have  therefore  been  postponed.  Should  it  be  within 
the  ])ower  of  the  Commission  at  any  time  hereafter  to  deal 
with  the  subject  effectively,  it  will  endeavor  to  do  so. 

It  is  within  the  knowledge  of  the  Commission  that  some 
carriers  have  been  advised  by  their  counsel  that  the  prohibi- 
tion ill  the  Act  against  an  increase  of  rates  except  on  t«n  days' . 
notiiicjition  does  not  apply  to  joint  rates.  The  Commission 
does  not  adiiiit  this  advice  to  be  sound  ;  but  in  case  the  Act 
should  be  aimnided,  it  is  believed  the  prohibition  should  in 
(Icjir  terms  \h\  made  to  extend  to  joint  rates. 

GENEKAL   SlPEIiVISION   OF  THE   CARRIERS  SUBJECT  TO  THE  ACT. 

It  is  provided  in  the  twelfth  section  of  the  Act — 

That  Iho  ConimisHlon  horeby  creat^^d  shall  have  authority  to  inquire  into 
the  managcmeut  of  tho  businoss  of  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the  pro- 
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visions  of  this  act,  and  shall  keep  itself  informed  as  to  the  manner  and 
method  in  which  the  same  is  conducted,  and  shall  have  the  right  to  obtain 
from  such  common  carriers  full  and  complete  information  necessary  to  en- 
able  the  Commission  to  perform  the  duties  and  carry  out  the  objects  for 
which  it  was  created ;  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  the  Commission  shall 
have  power  to  require  the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses,  and  the 
production  of  all  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements,  and  docu- 
ments relating  to  any  matter  under  investigation,  and  to  that  end  invoke 
the  aid  of  any  court  of  the  United  States  in  requiring  the  attendance  and 
testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  books,  papers,  and  documents 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section.  • 

This  is  a  very  important  provision,  and  the  Commission 
will  no  doubt  have  frequent  occasion  to  take  action  under  it. 
It  will  not  hesitate  to  do  so  in  any  case  in  which  a  mischief 
of  public  importance  is  thought  to  exist,  and  v/hich  is  not 
likely  to  be  brought  to  its  attention  on  complaint  of  a  private 
prosecutor.  There  is  every  reason  to  believe,  however,  that 
some  of  the  most  serious  evils  which  were  notorious  in  the 
railway  service  before  the  passage  of  the  Act,  and  were  in 
the  legislative  mind  as  reasons  for  its  enactment,  have  now 
almost  ceased  to  exist.  One  of  these  was  the  giving  of 
special  and  secret  rebates.  These  were  exceedingly  common 
before  the  Act,  and  constituted  one  of  the  readiest  means  of 
making  unjust  discrimination.  No  provision  in  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce  is  more  important  than  that  which  forbids 
them.  But  among  all  the  complaints  made  to  the  Commis- 
sion not  one  has  charged  a  specific  act  in  violation  of  this 
provision,  and  where  a  disregard  of  it  has  been  suggested  it 
has  been  by  way  of  general  charge  and  as  an  expression  of 
suspicion  only. 

In  the  litigated  cases  which  have  come  before  the  Com- 
mission involving  an  examination  into  railroad  practices  at 
important  centers,  there  has  been  entire  agreement  in  iho 
proofs  that  special  rates  to  individuals  and  secret  rebates 
were  no  longer  made  ;  a  single  exceptional  instance  only  has 
come  out  in  the  proofs.  Their  condemnation  by  the  law  and 
the  provision  made  for  their  detection  and  punishment  have 
brought  about  this  result.  Further  evidence  in  the  same  di- 
rection is  furnished  by  the  complaints  of  those  who  foruK^rly 
had  them  that  the  law  injuriously  afi'ects  their  business  ;  but 
these  complaints,  which  are  aimed  at  the  justice  and  equity 
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of  the  law,  the  public  may  bear  with  equanimity,  satisfied 
that  in  this  particular  at  least  substantial  benefit  has  come 
from  its  enactment. 

Complaints  of  unjust  discrimination  and  the  giving  of  un- 
due and  unreasonable  preferences  by  the  open  rates  are  still 
frequent,  and  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  in  the  e:sdsting  tar- 
iffs there  are  many  rates  which,  as  compared  with  others 
made  by  the  same  carriers,  seem  to  be  unfair  and  oppres- 
sive. But  even  as  regards  this  species  of  injustice  the  good 
effects  of  the  law  are  manifest.  For  whereas  formerly  the 
carriers  made  discriminations  at  pleasure,  and  gave  prefer- 
ences for  which  their  own  interest  or  convenience  was  deem- 
ed sufficient  reason,  the  discriminations  or  preferences  which 
are  now  comi)lained  of  are  such  as  the  carriers  under- 
stand they  may  be  called  upon  to  defend,  and  they  are  aware 
that  tin)  defense,  to  be  successful,  must  be  based  on  grounds 
of  substantial  justice,  or  at  least  on  grounds  not  palpably  un- 
tenable. This  necessity  for  defending  the  discriminations 
made  may  bo  expected  to  reduce  very  considerably  theiir 
number,  and  lias  already  done  much  toward  bringing  aboat 
more  just  proportions  in  the  classification  and  ratiug'of  prop- 
erty transported. 

In  the  j)eiforinance  of  its  duty  of  supervision,  the  Com- 
mission has  found  it  necessary  to  conduct  a  very  extended 
and  voluminous  correspondence,  which  could  not  be  present- 
ed in  this  place  even  in  abstracts.  A  few  letters  from  the 
Commission  which  laid  down  rules,  or  were  of  more  than 
individual  im]>ortance,  are,  however,  given  in  an  appendix 
hereto  marked  C  In  connection  with  these  letters,  atten- 
tion is  called  to  the  decision  made  bv  the  Commission  in  the 
case  of  Tltc  Vcnn<»d  State  Gran (je  \.  TJie  Boston  <&  TjOweU 
Uit'ili'odd  (oinpdinj,  et  (cL^  that  the  railroads  who  unite  in 
fast  fri'i.Lrht  liiK  s  are  responsible  for  their  rates,  and  bound 
to  see  that  tlu^  tariffs  are  properly  filed. 

COMPLAINTS  TO   AND   ADJUDICATIONS  BY    THE  COMMISSION, 

TIk^  ninth  section  of  the  Act  provides  that  "  any  person  or 
perst)Ds  claiinin;^  to  be  damaged  by  any  common  carrier  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  this   Act,  may  either  make  com* 
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plaint  to  the  Commission,  or  may  bring  suit  in  bis  or  lier  own 
behalf  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages  "  in  a  Federal  Court. 
The  tbirte*Mi*^^b  section  is  : 

That  any  person,  firm,  corporation,  or  association,  or  any  mercantile, 
agricultural,  or  manufacturing  society,  or  any  body-politic,  or  municipal 
organization  complaining  of  anything  done  or  omitted  to  he  done  by  any 
common  carritM- subject  to  the  |)rovisioMs  of  this  act.  in  coiitniv(jntion  of  the 
provisions  thereof,  may  ap[)iy  to  said  C'oirnnission  by  petiuon,  which  shall 
briefly  state  Uhe  facts ;  whereupon  a  statement  of  the  chiLigos  tlius  made 
shall  be  forwarded  by  the  Commission  to  such  common  carricu',  who  shall 
be  called  upon  to  satisfy  tho  complaint  or  vo  answer  the  same  in  writing 
within  a  reasonable  time,  Jbo  be  specili(Hl  by  the  Commission.  If  such  com- 
mon carrier,  witliin  the  time  specified,  sliall  make  reparation  for  tlie  injury 
alleged  to  iiavtr  been  done,  said  carrier  siiall  l)e  relieved  of  liability  to  the 
complainj;:r»  oiiiy  for  the  pariieu'ar  violation  of  law  thuseoni[)laintid  of.  If 
such  caii  ier  shall  not  satisfy  tlu;  con^plaint  within  the  linn  specilicd,  or 
there  siuil'  ;t]){'ear  to  b<^  any  n^asonable  j^round  for  investigating  said  com- 
plaint, it  sliali  be  the  duty  of  the  Comnnssion  to  investigate  the  Uiatters  com- 
plained Oi  ill  such  maimer  and  i)y  sucli  means  as  it  shall  deem  proper. 

Said  (\)niini.ssion  shall  in  like  manner  investigate  any  complainL  fonvard- 
ed  by  th  }  i..ih'o.'ul  commsisioner  or  railroad  commission  of  any  State  or  Ter- 
ritory, jittii*'  re;iuest  of  such  conmiissioner  or  commission,  and  mav  insti- 
tute  a.Mv  iii'  u'jv  on  its  own  motion  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  ef- 
feet  as  lh<ni,:L,^h  (•om[)laint  had  been  made. 

No  <^onj*pl.iint  bhall  at  any  time  be  dismissed  because  of  the  absence  of  di- 
rect damu.-C    ''^  the  complainant. 

The  (oinpLiints  mnde  to  tlio  Conimission  liavo  b(^on  very 
numerous,  iuid  in  many  cases  the  complainants  liave  appear- 
ed to  su|>j><)se  that  tlie  Commission  could  interpose  and  cor- 
rect at  oiue  an  alleged  evil  on  an  ex  parte  statement  of  its 
existence.  In  other  cases  the  statement  of  facts  lias  been 
so  defective  that  no  opinion  could  be  formed  whether  or  not 
a  real  griiivance  existed.  In  no  case  has  the  Commission  de- 
clined to  give  attention  to  a  complaint  because  of  its  being 
informal  or  imperfectly  presented,  but  when  not  in  shape  for 
its  actioji,  it'  the  facts  indicated  a  probable  grievance,  it  has 
opened  corrtispondence  with  the  carrier  with  a  view  to  re- 
dress. In  the  majority  of  cases  the  correspondence  has  re- 
sulted in  satisfactory  arrangement.  Either  the  complainant 
lias  been  found  to  be  mistaken  in  his  facts,  or  if  wronged  it 
has  been  through  the  carelessness  or  mistake  of  an  agent 
which  the  carrier  readily  corrected,  or  if  the  fatrts  j)resented 
a  case  of  difference  of  opinion,  the  parties,  when  brought 
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into  communication,  ruccccded  in  finding  some  basis  for 
settlement  without  further  intervention.  This  method  of 
disposing  of  complaints  is  believed  by  the  Commission  to  be 
more  useful  than  any  other,  because  its  tendency  is  towards 
the  establishment  of  desirable  relations  between  the  carriers 
and  those  who  must  be  their  customers ;  but  when  such  a 
disposition  of  a  case  proves  to  be  impracticable,  the  com- 
plainant, if  he  desires  it,  is  given  the  necessary  directions 
for  i)utting  his  complaint  in  form  for  an  adjudication. 
It  is  provided  by  the  fourteenth  section  of  the  Act — 

Thai  wlienevor  an  invest  igation  shaU  bo  made  by  said  Commission,  it 
shail  b«*  its  duty  to  make  a  report  in  writing  in  respect  thereto,  which  shall 
inclu<ie  the  findings  of  fact  upon  which  the  conclusions  of  the  Commission 
are  biLsod,  together  with  its  recommendation  as  to  what  reparation,  if  any, 
should  bo  made  by  th(^  common  carrier  to  any  party  or  parties  who  may  bo 
found  to  have  been  injured  ;  and  such  findings  so  made  shall  thereafter,  in 
all  judicial  proceedings,  bo  deemed  prima  facie  evidence  as  to  each  and 
evor>'  fact  found. 

And  bv  the  fifteenth — 

That  if  in  any  case  in  which  an  investigation  shall  be  made  by  said  Com- 
mission it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commission, 
(uthor  l>y  tiie  testin)ony  of  witnesses  or  other  evidence,  that  anything  has 
lieon  done  or  omniittod  to  be  done  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
or  of  any  law  cognizable  by  naid  Commission,  by  any  common  carrier, -or 
that  any  injury  or  damage  has  betjn  sustained  by  the  party  or  parties  complain- 
ing,  or  by  other  i)ai-ties  aggrieved  in  consequence  of  any  such  violation,  it 
shall  be  tlio  <luty  of  tli«>  Commission  to  forthwith  cause  a  copy  of  its  report 
in  respect  tln»reto  to  be  deliv(3red  to  such  common  carrier,  together  with  a 
notice  to  said  common  carric^r  to  cease  and  desist  from  such  violation,  or  to 
make  rep-iratiou  for  tho  injury  so  found  to  have  been  done,  or  both,  within 
a  reas()!i{ibU»  lime,  to  be  sp<»eilied  by  the  Commission;  and  if,  within  tho 
tim(»  sfKM.Ified,  it  shall  bo  made  to  appear  to  the  Commission  that  such  com- 
mon ("Avrh'.r  has  (M^as(^d  from  such  violation  of  law,  and  has  made  reparation 
for  1  hn  injury  found  to  have  been  done,  in  compiianco  with  the  report  and 
notic.^  of  the  Cv)inniission,  or  to  the  satisfaction  of  tho  i>arty  complaining,  a 
stateineiit  to  thai  effect  shall  be  entered  of  record  by  the  Commission,  and 
the  said  eomnion  carrier  shall  thereupon  be  relieved  from  further  liability 
or  p<*nalty  for  such  particular  violation  of  law. 

lii jhtrdflon  for  n'rotxjf^, — In  none  of  the  cases  so  far  decided 
by  tho  Coinniission  has  it  felt  called  upon  to  order  reparation 
to  be  iiijide  for  past  injury.     Most  of  the  cases  were  such  as   . 
to  present  no  case  for  reparation — tl>ey  looked  only  to  the 
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establishment  of  a  rule  for  the  future.  Some  complaints, 
however,  were  evidently  made  in  the  expectation  tliat  the 
Commission  might  proceed  to  give  damages  upon  a  grievance 
that  would  support  an  action  on  the  common-law  side  of  the 
Federal  court.  The  Commission,  when  such  complaints  have 
been  brought  to  a  hearing,  has  not  discovered  in  the  statute 
a  purpose  to  confer  upon  it  the  general  power  to  award  dam- 
ages in  the  cases  of  which  it  may  take  cognizance.  The  fail- 
ure to  provide  in  terms  for  a  judgment  aiui  uxc  cuiion  is 
strong  negative  testimony  against  such  a  purpose  ;  but  what 
is  perhaps  more  conclusive  is  that  the  Act  must  be  so  con- 
strued as  to  liarmouize  with  the  seventh  amendment  to  the 
Federal  Constitution,  which  preserves  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  in  common-law  suits. 

It  is  bi'li(?ved  to  be  unquestionable  that  partic^s  can  not  be 
deprivrd  of  this  right  througli  conferring  authority  to  award 
reparation  upon  a  tribunal  that  sits  without  a  jury  as  assist- 
ant ;  and  tliat  therefore  any  determination  that  reparation 
should  be  made,  in  a  case  in  which  a  suit  at  law  might  have 
been  nuuntained,  can  not  be  made  absolutely  binding  and 
enforce.i])lo  against  the  defendant  in  the  form  of  ,1  judgment; 
but  that  under  the  statute  it  will  put  the  defendant  to  elec- 
tion, eiilicr  to  satisfy  the  complainant,  in  which  ease  he  will 
be  relieved  from  further  liability  or  penalty,  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  to  take  the  risks  of  proceedings  in  a  F(Hl<n*a\  court  to 
recover  damages  or  penalty,  or  both,  in  whicli  c.ise  the  find- 
ing of  the  Commission  would  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
facts  r(M*ifcod  in  it. 

Abstracts  of  the  decisions  made  by  the  Commission  in  the 
cases  litigat(^(l  before  it,  and  whicli  up  to  this  time  it  has  been 
enabled  to  decide,  are  given  in  an  appendix  hereto,  marked  B. 
A  brief  statement  is  also  made  of  the  proceedings  in  all  the 
cases  Ix^gnn  by  formal  complaint,  whether  alr(\ady  disposed 
of  or  still  pending. 

In  (ncM-y  case  in  which  the  Commission  made  an  order 
again-^t  thci  carri(»r  complained  of,  the  carrier  has  filed  no- 
tice o'  its  c.>in])liance. 

In  the  course  of  the  hearings  before  the  Commission  a 
great  b(/dy  of  evidence  has  been  taken,  which  will  jc.nain  on 
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file  in  the  office  for  reference  or  for  any  future  use  for  which 
there  may  be  occasion. 

PROCEEDINGS  BEFORE  THE  COMMISSION. 

It  has  been  deemed  exceedingly  desireable  that  proceed- 
ings before  the  Commission  on  complaints  against  carriers 
should  bo  made  as  informal  as  should  be  consistent  with 
order  and  regularity,  and  that  dilatory  action  of  every  nature 
should  be  discouraged.  The  rules  of  procedui'e,  therefore, 
which  were  early  adopted  and  put  in  force  made  no  other 
requirement  for  a  complaint  than  that  it  should  be  in  the 
form  of  a  verified  petition  and  set  forth  the  facts  which  con- 
stitute the  grievance  complained  of.  When  such  a  statement 
has  appeared,  however  informally  made,  the  petition  has 
b(3en  accepted  and  an  answer  called  for.  Demurrers  or  mo- 
tions to  dismiss  have  not  been  favored,  unless  the  case  was 
such  that  the  whole  merits  would  thereby  be  presented ;  but 
the  defendant  has  been  expected  to  disclose  its  defense  by 
answer,  so  that  one  hearing  may  be  sufficient  for  the  final 
disposition  of  the  case. 

By  this  method  of  proceedure  technicalities  are  discarded, 
tli(^  complaints  and  the  answers  to  them  are  treated  as  pre- 
senting business  controversies  wdth  the  parties,  if  they  elect 
so  to  do,  can  manage  for  themselves.  This  they  may  do  with- 
out being  placed  at  disadvantage  by  the  want  of  legal  learn- 
ing, unless  the  case  is  such  as  to  depend  rather  upon  the  law 
than  upon  disputed  questions  of  fact,  which  many  of  them  do 
not.  When  parties  have  managed  tlieir  own  cases  the  taking 
of  testimonv  has  been  somewhat  informal  «also,  and  the  Com- 
mission  has  given  its  aid  in  the  examination  of  the  witnesses 
produced,  in  order  that  the  whole  truth  bearing  on  the 
riatter  in  controversy  might  as  far  as  possible  be  brought 
out  and  mad(^  plain.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  note  that  in  this  in- 
formal mode  of  proc(»dure  the  parties  have  in  general  most 
h<»artily  co-operated,  and  that  they  have  been  very  liberal  in 
agreeing  upon  tlie  facts  when  it  was  practicable  to  do  so, 
thereV)y  matorially  shortening  the  hearings  and  making  them 
assume  more  the  form  of  amicable  contentions. 

A  copy  of  the  rules  of  procedure  adopted  by  the  Commis- 
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sion  under  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  Act  is  hereto  ap- 
pended, marked  D. 

The  Act  provides  for  compulsory  process  to  bring  wit- 
nesses before  the  Commission,  and  that  when  summoned 
they  shall  be  paid  for  their  attendance.  It  rctjuires  the  prin- 
cipal office  of  the  Commission  to  be  at  the  national  capital, 
and  apparently  contemplates  that  its  sittings  sWall  in  general 
be  there  held.  It  i)rovides,  however,  in  the  nineteenth  sec- 
tion that — 

Whonovi^r  tho  convonience  of  tho  public  or  of  tho  parlies  may  be  promot- 
ed or  d(ilay  or  oxptaiso  itn^vtmUHl  thereby,  thf^  ConimiHsion  n:ay  hold  Rpecial 
sessions  ill  any  part  ot  the  Unitiid  States.  It  may,  by  one  or  more  of  the 
Commissioners,  prosecute  aiiy  inquiry  necessary  to  its  duties  in  any  part  of 
the  Unite<l  States,  into  any  matter  or  question  of  fact  pertaining  to  tho 
business  of  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  Commission  understands  that  witnesses  produced  by 
parties  to  controversies  are  to  be  paid  by  the  parties  produc- 
ing them.  This  in  some  cases,  where  they  must  come  long 
distances,  is  a  great  burden,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  tho  Commission  is  not  given  authority  to  tax  costs  or 
even  to  impose  tlie  costs  of  the  hearing  upon  the  defeated 
party  ;  and  the  Commission  has  endeavored  to  obviate  it, 
first  by  inducing  the  parties,  as  far  as  p()ssil)le,  to  stipulate 
the  facts,  and  next  by  providing  for  tlie  taking  of  thci  testi- 
mony by  deposition,  after  the  manner  in  which  it  is  taken  in 
the  Federal  courts.  Where,  however,  a  great  number  of  wit- 
nesses are  to  be  examined,  it  has  been  deemed  advisable  to 
hold  the  sessions  near  where  the  transactions  which  are  to 
be  inquired  into  have  taken  place,  not  only  because  this 
courses  is  least  expensive  to  tlie  parties,  but  because  in 
that  way  the  facts  are  more  likely  to  be  completely  brought 
out. 

In  some  case^  this  course  is  almost  a  necessity.  The  na- 
ture of  th(3  questions  involved  is  such  that  they  concern  largti 
sections  of  the  country  quite  as  much  as  they  do  the  parties 
complainant  and  defendant,  and  the  case  ought  to  be  so  con- 
ducted that  any  citizen  whose  interest  may  be  affected  can 
make  his  views  known.     A  complainant  is  often  only  a  repre- 


ANN'UAL  REPORTS  FROM  CARRIERS.  301 

sontative  of  many  interests  or  of  a  considerable  district  of 
country,  but  he  maj'  be  a  self-chosen  representative,  and 
those  for  whom  a  decision  of  his  case  will  constitute  a  pre- 
ciulont  ought  not  to  be  concluded  without  a  hearing. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  railroad  company  may  be  rather  a 
nominal  than  a  real  defendant ;  the  rate,  the  classification, 
or  tlie  practice  complained  of  may  concern  some  class  of  its 
customers  who  approve  of  and  defend  it  more  than  it  does 
tlio  railroad  company  itself,  and  the  company  might  be  en- 
tirely willing  to  make  the  change  demanded  but  for  the  fact 
til  at  its  doing  so  would  bring  forward  a  new  class  of  com- 
])hiinants.  Where  thus  the  real  controversy  is  between  dif- 
ferent interests  or  different  classes  of  the  carrier's  customers, 
the  proprii^ty  of  giving  to  both  the  real  parties  a  heanng  is 
obvious,  l)utto  make  this  the  most  useful  and  satisfactory  it 
may  be  ntM't^ssary  to  go  for  the  purpose  to  the  part  of  the 
country  that  is  especially  concerned  in  the  controversy. 

There  are  some  questions  also  which  from  their  nature  are 
such  that  tliey  can  be  best  investigated  whore  the  business  * 
thoy  concern  is,  or  where  the  transactions  have  taken  place 
out  of  wliich  they  arise.  Impressed  with  this  belief  the 
C'omniissioii  has  h(^hl  sittings  in  several  Southern  States,  and 
also  in  Ytirniont,  Minn(\sota,  and  Illinois,  and  some  of  the 
cases  now  pi^nding  might  no  doubt  best  be  heard  at  still 
more  distant  ])()ints,  but  the  appropriation  at  the  service  of 
tlj(i  Commission  lias  not  warranted  incurring  the  necessary 
exponditiin.'s.  It  seems  very  certain,  however,  that  the  best 
rtjsults  can  not  hr  attained  through  sessions  held  altogether 
at  the  national  capital. 

ANNUAL   REPORTS   FROM   CARRIERS. 

The  twentieth  st^'tion  of  the  Act  provides — 

That  thn  Commirtsioii  i.s  horeby  aiithorizod  to  roqulre  annual  reports  from 
all  ooniiiion  rarri<M's  subjoct  to  tho  provisionH  of  this  act.  to  fix  the  time  and 
pros(!ri>)o  tho  niaiiiK'r  in  whi<-h  snob  reports  shall  bo  made,  and  to  require 
from  such  carriors  Hjxx'iflc  answers  to  all  questions  upon  which  the  Commis- 
sion may  neod  information.  Such  annual  reports  shall  show  in  detail  the 
amount  of  capital  stocl;  issued,  the  amounts  paid  therefor,  and  the  manner 
of  payment  for  tho  same  :  the  dividends  paid,  the  surplus  fund,  if  any,  and 
the  number  of  stockholders :  the  funded  and  floating  debts  and  the  IntereRft 
paid  thereon ;  the  cost  and  value  of  the  carrier*8  property,  franchisee  and 
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equipment :  the  number  of  employees  and  the  salaries  paid  each  class ;  the 
amounts  expended  for  improvements  each  year,  how  expended,  and  the  char- 
acter of  such  improvements ;  the  earnings  and  receipts  from  each  branch  of 
business  and  from  all  sources ;  the  operating  and  other  expenses  ;  tlie  bal- 
ance of  profit  and  loss,  and  a  complete  exhibit  of  the  financial  operations  of 
the  carriers  each  year,  including  an  annual  balance  sheet.  Such  reports 
shall  also  contain  such  information  in  relation  to  rates  or  regulations  con- 
cerning faros,  or  freights,  or  agreements,  arrangements,  or  contracts  with 
other  common  carriers,  as  the  Commission  may  require ;  and  the  said  Com- 
mission may,  within  its  discretion,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  better  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  act,  prescribe  (if  in  the  opinion  of  the  Com- 
mission it  is  practicable  to  prescribe  such  uniformity  and  methods  of  keep- 
ing accounts)  a  period  of  time  within  which  all  common  carriers  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  have,  as  near  as  may  be,  a  uniform  system 
of  accounts,  and  the  manner  in  which  such  accounts  shall  bo  kept. 

In  decidiug  upon  the  form  and  requisites  of  this  report, 
so  far  as  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commission  to  do  so, 
three  points  have  been  liad  especially  in  view :  First,  to  make 
it  as  concise  as  possible  consistent  with  tlie  information  to 
l)e  furnished ;  second,  to  bring  it  as  nearly  as  possible  into 
conformity  with  the  best  forms  now  require  d  in  the  reports 
called  for  l)y  State  laws  or  State  commissions;  third,  to  have 
the  reiTort  m.-^do  as  late  in  the  venr  iv^  *^o^sil)le,  and  still 
leave  time  f(U'  tabulating  and  condensing  the  information 
furnished  in  the  annual  report  to  be  made  by  the  Commissi(m. 
The  date  finally  fixed  upon  as  that  to  which  the  reports  of 
carriers  slioidd  relate  is  June  30,  which  is  now  the  date  pre- 
scribed for  like  reports  in  a  number  of  th(^  States  ;  and  it  is 
hoped  that  with(mt  much  delay  uniformity  may  be  brought 
about  in  the  reports  required  under  both  Fed(»rjil  and  State 
laws,  so  that  all  may  relate  to  the  same  time  and  involve*, 
no  different  methods  of  book-keeping  for  their  preparation. 

In  deciding  upon  a  form  the  Commission  has  invitc^l  and 
been  aided  by  su«^gestions  from  State  railroad  commissions, 
and  also  from  auditors  of  railroad  companies. 

CLASSIFICATION   OF   PASSENGERS   AND   FREIGHT. 

(las.'^ifcfitwR  of  Freight — A  number  of  the  compLiints 
made  against  railway  companies  have  related  to  the  classifi- 
cation of  freight.  Some  of  these  have  sprung  from  the  fact 
that  classifications  are  not  alike  in  different  sections  of  the 
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country,  and  parties  who  have  shipped  freight  nnder  one 
classiticMviou  into  a  section  where  a  different  classification 
prevails  Luvc  found  the  charges  against  them  not  the  same 
as  they  Lad  reason  to  expect.  The  ground  of  others  has 
been  that  the  classification  in  its  effect  upon  rates  worked  an 
unjust  discrimination  between  shippers  or  between  different 
classes  of  freights. 

It  is  gr(  ;itJy  to  be  regretted  that  the  same  classification  is 
not  adopted  by  the  carriers  by  rail  in  all  sections  of  the 
country.  The  desirability-  of  uniformity  is  so  great,  that  the 
suggestion  is  frequently  heard  that  national  legislation  shoiild 
provide  for  and  compel  it.  If  such  legislation  should  be 
adopted  it  uould  bo  necessary  to  empower  some  tribunal  to 
make  the  cLissiiication,  and  the  difiiculties  which  would  at- 
tend tlio  inr.king  would  be  very  great.  Belative  rates  would 
be  involvvMl  in  it,  for  classification  is  the  foundation  of  all. 
rate-n)uking.  It  was  very  early  in  the  history  of  railroads 
perceived  tiiat  if  these  agencies  of  commerce  were  to  accom- 
l>lish  tiie  j';ieatest  practicable  good,  the  charges  for  the 
transport; iriou  of  different  articles  of  freight  coidd  not  be 
apporti</iH  'i  .uaong  such  ai-ticles  by  reference  to  the  cost  of 
transport]  u.;  ciieni  severally;  for  this,  if  the  apportionment  of 

cost  were  oossible,  would  restrict  within  very  narrow  limits 
the  coninu  .((^  in  articles  whose  bulk  or  weight  was  large  as 
compared  with  their  value. 

On  tli(^  syst(Mn  of  apportioning  the  charges  strictly  to  the 
cost,  sonic  Iviiids  of  commerce  which  have  been  very  useful 
to  th(»  ooni  <iv,  and  have  tended  greatly  to  bring  its  different 
sections  i;  k^  more  intimate  business  and  social  relations, 
could  IK  ve;  liavo  grown  to  any  considerable  magnitude,  and 
in  some  en^^s  coidd  not  have  existed  at  all,  for  the  simple 
reason  tli:>:  \\\i\  value  at  the  place  of  delivery  would  not  equal 
the  pure  li:  '^'>  price  with  the  transportation  added.  The 
traffic  won  I  thus  be  precluded,  because  the  charge  for  car- 
riaire  woul  i  ho  great(^r  than  it  could  bear.  On  the  other 
liand,  tli(^  i'l^s  for  the  carriage  of  articles  which  within 
small  l)ulk  r  weight  concentrate  great  value  would  on  that 
svstom  of  1.  iking  them  be  absurdly  low ;  low  when  compared 
to  the  vail! 5   o!'  the  articles,  and  perhaps  not  less  so  when 


304^  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS. 

the  comparison  was  with  the  value  of  the  services  in  trans  • 
porting  them. 

It  was,  therefore,  seen  not  to  bo  unjust  to  apportion  the 
whole  cost  of  service  among  all  the  articles  transported,  upon 
a  basis  that  sliould  consider  the  relative  value  of  the  service 
more  than  tlie  relative  cost  of  carriage.  Such  method  of 
apportionment  would  be  best  for  the  country,  because  it 
would  enlarge  commerce  and  extend  communication;  it 
would  be  best  for  the  railroads,  because  it  would  build  up  a 
large  business,  and  it  would  not  be  unjust  to  property 
owners,  who  would  thus  be  made  to  pay  in  some  proportion 
to  benefifc  received.  Such  a  system  of  rate-making  would  in 
principle  approximate  taxation  ;  the  value  of  the  article  car- 
ried being  tJie  most  important  eh>ment  in  determining  what 
shall  be  paid  upon  it. 

Accord in.L^ly,  and  for  convenience  and  certainty  in  impos- 
ing char^cjs,  freight  is  classified  ;  that  which  comes  in  one 
class  being  charged  a  higher  proportional  rate  than  that 
which  is  ])l;iC(ul  in  another.  But  other  considerations  besides 
value  must  also  come  in  when  classitication  is  to  be  made. 
Some  articles  are  perishable,  some  ar(^  easily  broken,  some 
involv(i  otlior  special  risks  in  carriage,  some  arc*  bulky,  some 
specially  difricult  to  handle,  and  so  on.  All  tli.^se  are  con- 
siderations which  may  justly  affect  rates,  and  therefore  may 
be  taken  into  account  in  classification.  But  still  others  have 
been  found  })()tent.  Every  section  of  the  country  has  its 
peculiar  proilucts  which  it  desires  to  market  as  widely  as 
possible,  and  is  not  imwilling  that  classification  should  be 
made  use  of  by  the  railroads  which  serve  it  as  a  means  of 
favoring  and  tlius  extending  the  trade  in  local  productions  ; 
favoring  them  by  giving  them  low  classification  and  thus  low 
rates,  and  discriminating  against  those  of  other  sections 
through  a  classification  which  rated  them  more  highly. 

It  has  b(Hm  in  the  power  of  every  railroad  to  have  a 
classification  of  its  own  ;  but  the  necessities  of  an  inter- 
change of  business  have  brought  about  agreements,  and  the 
railroad  associations  have  been  given  the  authority  to  make 
chissifications  for  all  their  members.  Their  labors  in  this 
direction   have   been  extremely  important  and  useful ;  they 
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liave  been  steadily  reducing  the  number  of  diflferent  classifi* 
cations  in  the  country,  and  steadily  approaching  a  condition 
of  things  in  which  there  will  be  one  only.  But  in  these 
associations,  when  in  session  for  the  making  of  rates,  each 
railroad  official  has,  to  some  extent,  had  the  district  which 
was  served  by  his  road  behind  him  ;  he  has  felt  the  pressure 
of  the  interests  there,  and  contended  for  them  as  against  the 
interests  in  classification  represented  by  others,  not  only  be- 
cause it  was  desirable  that  the  road  should  favor  the  policy 
its  patrons  favored,  but  also  because  the  same  policy  was 
likely  to  be  beneficial  to  both. 

The  result  necessarily  is  that  a  classification  made  by  a 
railroad  association  represents  a  series  of  compromises,  to 
which  not  only  the  railroads  are  parties,  but  in  a  certain  sense 
business  interests  and  sccjtions  of  country  also ;  these  in 
many  cases  being  admitted  by  their  representatives  to  the 
(consultations  upon  a  subject  so  vitally  concerning  their  inter- 
ests, and  allowed  to  present  their  views.  This  contention  of 
interests  still  continues  to  go  on  in  the  meetings  and  confer- 
ences, but  with  a  steady  tendency  in  the  direction  of  one 
uniform  classiiication,  and  there  is  reason  to  hope  that  with- 
out much  furtlicr  delay  all  classifications  will  be  brought  into 
harmony.  It-  any  other  tribunal  were  to  be  given  the 
authority  to  make  classification,  it  must,  if  it  would  exercise 
its  power  wisely,  proceed  in  much  the  same  way ;  it  must  act 
(h'liboratoly,  give  all  interests  an  opportunity  to  be  heard, 
tak(^  into  account  all  the  (considerations  which  ought  to  bear 
u])on  it ;  cost  of  service,  interest  of  sections,  equity  as 
betw(^(^n  industries  and  between  classes  of  persons,  and  so 
on  indefinitely. 

Whether,  therefore,  the  steady  tendency  in  the  direction 
of  one  uniform  classification  would  be  hastened  by  confer- 
ring]; the  power  to  make  one  on  a  national  commission  is  not 
entirely  certain.  The  work  if  taken  up  anew  would  be  one 
requiring;  much  time  for  its  proper  performance;  it  wotdd 
involve  a  careful  consideration  of  the  interests  peculiar  to 
diff'erent  sections  of  the  country,  and  a  close  study  of  the 
conditions  of  railroad  service  as  they  bear  upon  such  inte- 
rests.    But  these  conditions  change  from  month  to  month ; 
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the  classification  can  not  be  permanently  the  same,  but  must 
be  subject  to  modification  on  the  same  grounds  on  which  it 
was  originally  made  ;  the  appeals  for  modification  would  be 
as  numerous  as  they  would  be  perplexing,  because  of  the 
diversity  of  reasons  on  which  they  would  be  grounded. 
Under  the  law  as  it  now  is  the  Commission  has  appellate 
powers  to  correct  any  unjust  classification,  and  it  will  keep 
in  view  the  desirability  of  general  uniformity  and  do  what 
it  properly  can  to  bring  about  that  result. 

Classification  of  Passengers.  —  The  classification  of  pas- 
sengers has  to  some  extent  been  a  subject  of  complaint 
to  the  Commission.  Some  carriers  as  a  rule  have  but 
one  rate  of  passenger  transportation,  and  but  one  class 
of  passengers,  except  as  they  may  be  carriers  of  emi- 
grants in  considerable  bodies,  and  they  then  have  emi- 
grant rates  which  are  lower  than  those  given  to  other  per- 
sons, and  the  emigrants  are  either  given  less  desirable  cars 
attached  to  the  regular  trains,  or  are  sent  on  trains  by  them- 
selves. Other  carriers  make  first  and  second  class  rates  by 
the  same  train,  the  difference  in  charge  having  some  regard 
to  difference  in  the  carriages  which  are  allotted  to  the  classes 
respectively.  In  some  sections  colored  persons  are  required 
to  take  separate  cars,  though  chargec]  the  same  rates  as 
others.  The  carriers  making  this  requirement  assume  to 
give  to  colored  persons  accommodations  equal  to  those  given 
to  white  people,  and  are  required  by  law  in  some  States  to 
do  so  ;  but  complaint  is  made  that  this  is  not  always  done. 

TheUj^n  all  roads  of  any  considerable  length,  parlor  and 
sleeping  cars  are  run,  which  in  most  cases  are  owned  by  out- 
side corporations,  and  a  special  charge  made  by  the  owners 
for  seats  or  berths  in  them.  The  palace  and  sleeping  car 
corporations,  like  the  express  companies,  as  has  already 
been  said,  do  not  understand  that  they  come  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  Act,  so  as  to  be  subject  to  its  provisions;  , 
but  the  persons  accommodated  by  them  must  also  have 
tickets  for  passage  from  the  railroad  companies,  and  as  to 
those  it  is  not  doubted  that  the  same  rules  of  uniformity  and 
impartiality  apply  as  in  other  cases. 

Previous  to  the  passage  of  the  Act  it  was   customary  on 
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many  of  the  roads  of  the  country  to  give  reduced  rates  to 
the  class  of  persons  known  as  "  commercial  travelers,"  but 
this  was  made  illegal  by  the  provisions  in  the  Act  against 
unjust  discrimination  (1  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  Re- 
ports, p.  8.)  It  was  also  common  in  some  quarters  to  give  special 
rates  to  land  lookers,  explorers,  or  settlers,  who  were  supposed 
to  be  looking  for  or  establishing  new  homes  in  a  section  where 
their  purchase,  settlement,  or  improvement  would  benefit  the 
carrier  giving  them,  but  this  also  is  held  to  be  now  forbidden 
(1  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  Reports,  p.  208,)  The 
opinion  of  the  Commission  as  declared  in  these  cases  is  that, 
under  the  law,  it  is  no  longer  competent  for  the  carrier  to 
discriminate  among  passengers  enjoying  the  same  accotnmo- 
dations,  by  means  of  any  special  classification  dependent 
upon  occupation  or  other  condition  or  circumstance  of  a 
personal  nature,  except  as  the  law  itself,  by  the  twenty-second 
section,  has  in  terms  authorized  it. 

VOLUNTARY  ASSOCIATION  OP  RAILROAD   MANAGERS. 

Nearly  every  railroad  in  its  origin  has  been  independent  of 
all  others,  and  in  the  early  history  of  such  roads  they  were 
commonly  provided  for  as  local  conveniences,  with  no  pre- 
vision of  the  great  highways  of  trade  and  communication 
which  they  have  since  become.  It  was  in  many  cases  thought 
to  bo  important  tliat  a  road  should  be  kept  as  distinct  in  its 
business  from  all  others  as  possible,  and  at  their  termini  in 
some  instances  they  were  not  allowed  to  have  the  same 
freight  or  passenger  stations  with  other  roads,  lest  the  local 
draymen  and  hackmen  should  be  deprived  of  a  profitable  em- 
ployment. 

When  the  great  possibilities  of  railroad  service  came  to  be 
better  understood  these  primitive  notions  of  local  benefits 
gave  way  before  a  more  enlightened  public  sentiment,  and 
the  fact  was  recognized  that  the  public  interest  would  be 
best  subserved  l)y  making  the  connection  between  the  roads 
as  close  as  possible,  in  order  that  the  commerce  between 
different  sections  and  localities  might  go  on  steadily  and  un- 
interruptedly. The  railroad  companies  perceived  also  that 
their  interests  lay  in  the  sama  direction,  and  they  not  only 
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entered  into  close  business  relations  with  each  other,  but  in 
many  cases  formed  consolidations.  The  tendency  to  con- 
solidation excited  public  distrust,  being  looked  upon  as  a 
device  to  avoid  competition  and  to  deprive  the  public  of  the 
benefits  of  having  more  than  one  line  of  transportation  for 
the  same  traffic,  which,  in  some  cases,  had  been  the  chief  in- 
ducement to  the  building  of  particular  lines.  Laws  were 
therefore  passed  forbidding  consolidation  ;  but  these  were 
avoided  by  taking  leases  of  roads,  or  by  acquiring  a  control- 
ling interest  in  the  stock,  and  then  entering  into  permanent 
running  arrangements. 

But  it  sometimes  happened  that  the  managers  of  a  road 
deemed  it  for  its  interest  to  work  in  complete  independence, 
and  while  making  profit  out  of  the  local  conveniences  it 
supplied,  it  found  means  to  add  to  these  a  further  profit  from 
the  inconvenience  it  could  cause  to  the  business  of  other 
roads.  It  therefore  discriminated  between  otlier  roads  ;  it 
hindered  the  business  of  one  while  it  furnished  all  possible 
facilities  to  the  business  of  another  ;  and  this  it  was  enabled 
to  do  because  it  was  not  compellable  by  law  to  make  joint 
running  arrangements  or  joint  tariffs  for  business  with  other 
roads.  Such  action  was  likely  to  incommode  the  public 
quite  as  much  as  it  did  the  road  which  was  discriminated 
against,  but  it  seemed  impossible  to  deal  with  it  adequately 
by  law.  To  make  railroads  of  the  greatest  possible  service 
to  the  country  contract  relations  would  be  essential,  because 
there  would  need  to  be  joint  tariffs,  joint  running  «irrange- 
ments,  an  interchange  of  cars,  afad  a  giving  of  credit  to  a 
large  extent,  some  of  which  were  obviously  beyond  the  reach 
of  compulsory  legislation,  and  even  if  they  were  not,  could 
be  best  settled  and  all  the  incidents  and  qualifications  fixed 
by  the  voluntary  action  of  the  parties  in  control  of  the  roads 
respectively. 

Agreement  upon  these  and  kindred  matters  became  there- 
fore a  settled  policy,  and  short  independendent  lines  of  road 
seemed  to  lose  their  identity  and  to  become  parts  of  great 
trunk  lines,  and  associations  were  formed  which  embraced 
all  the  managers  of  roads  in  a  State  or  section  of  the  country. 
To  these  associations  were  remitted  many  questions  of  com- 
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mon  interest,  including  sncb  as  are  above  referred  to.  Clas- 
bification  was  also  coniided  to  such  associations,  it  being  evi- 
dent that  differences  in  clasisification  were  serious  obstacles 
to  a  harmonious  and  satisfactory  interchange  oi  traffic.  But 
what  perhaps  more  than  anything  else  influeuced  the  forma- 
tion of  such  associations  and  the  conferring  upon  them  of 
large  authority,  was  the  liability  which  was  constantly  immi- 
nent, that  destructive  wars  of  rates  would  spring  up  be- 
tween competing  roads  to  the  serious  injury  of  the  parties 
and  tlie  general  disturbance  of  business. 

Poolhuj, — Accordingly,  one  of  the  chief  functions  of  such 
associations  has  been  the  fixing  of  rates  and  the  devising  of 
means  whereby  their  several  members  can  be  compelled  or 
induced  to  observe  the  rates  when  fixed.  And  in  devising 
these  means  the  chief  difficulty  was  encountered.  Agree- 
ments upon  rates  were  voluntary  arrangements  which  could 
be  departed  from  at  pleasure,  and  if  tbey  had  behind  them 
no  sanction,  they  were  not  likely  to  stand  in  the  way  of  a 
war  of  rates  when  the  provocation  to  one  seemed  sufficient. 
For  this  reason  the  scheme  of  pooling  freights  or  the  earn- 
ings from  traffic  was  devised  and  put  in  force  through  the 
agency  of  these  associations,  as  a  means  whereby  steadiness 
in  rates  might  be  maintained.  The  scheme  was  one  which 
was  made  use  of  in  other  countries  and  had  been  found  of 
service  to  the  roads. 

The  poolin*];  system  was  looked  upon  with  distrust  by  the 
public,  mainly  b(H?ause  it  seemed  to  be  a  scheme  whereby 
competition  between  the  roads  could  be  obviated,  and  rates 
for  raih-ond  sorvicMi  put  up  or  kept  ux>  to  unreasonable  figures. 
But  if  railroad  managers  supposed  that  by  this  scheme  they 
were  to  sto])  com]i(^tition  among  themselves,  the  result  has 
not  aiisworod  tlu  ir  ex])octations.  The  competition  has  still 
gone  on  ;  each  road  striving  to  obtain  as  large  a  share  of  the 
business  as  possible,  and  no  agi-eement  among  them  could 
ultoi^eLlicr  prevent  a  yielding  to  the  pressure  of  shippers  for 
lo\v<^r  rates. 

In  1877,  when  the  pooling  system  was  put  in  force  by  tho 
Trunk  Line  Association,  the  rates  charged  on  the  first,  sep- 
oiid,  third,  and  fourth  classes  of  freights  from  New  York  to 
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Chicago  were,  respectively  100,  75, 60,  and  45  cents  a  hundred 
pounds.  They  are  now  75,  65,  50,  and  35  cents,  but  the 
classification  as  to  many  articles  ias  in  the  meantime  been 
reduced,  so  that  the  actual  reduction  is  greater  than  these 
figures  would  indicate.  Bates  from  Chicago  to  New  York  are 
also  proportionately  less.  A  similar  result  has  been  appar- 
ent elsewhere.  The  pooling  system  has  done  much  to  main- 
tain steadiness  in  rates,  but  the  managers  have  not  been  able 
by  means  of  it  to  keep  rates  up  to  former  standards.  It  has 
done  something,  however,  to  check  a  prevailing  tendency  to 
consolidation.  The  motives  to  consolidation  are  diminished 
by  any  contrivance  which  removes  obstacles  to  the  inter- 
change of  business  and  increases  the  facilities  and  conveni- 
ences for  uninterrupted  commercial  intercourse. 

The  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  expressing  in  that  particu- 
lar the  desire  of  Congress  to  preserve  to  the  people  the 
benefits  of  competition,  contains  the  following  provi- 
sion : — 

That  it  shall  bo  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act  to  outer  into  any  contract,  agreement,  or  combination,  with  anj' 
other  common  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  pooling  of  frcightB  of  different  and 
competing  railroads,  or  to  divide  between  them  the  aggregate  or  net  pro- 
ceeds of  the  earnings  of  such  railroads,  or  any  portion  thereof  ;  and  in  any 
case  of  an  agreement  for  the  pooling  of  freights  as  aforesaid,  each  day  of 
its  contirmanco  shall  be  deemed  a  separate  offense. 

But  while  thus  prohibiting  pooling,  the  Act  undertakes  to 
give  by  otlier  provisions  some  of  the  securities  which  rail- 
way managers  had  hoped  might  be  realized  from  that  device. 
The  seventh  section  provides — 

# 

That  it  shall  bo  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provi- 
Rions  of  this  act  to  enter  into  any  combination,  contract,  or  agreemcMit,  ex- 
press or  implied,  to  prevent,  by  change  of  time  schedule,  carriage  in  differ- 
ont  cars,  or  by  otln^r  moans  or  devices,  the  carriage  of  freights  from  being 
continuous  from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the  plactj  of  destination,  unless 
puch  break,  stoj»page,  or  interniption  was  made  in  good  faith  for  some  ne- 
cessary p'.irpose,  and  without  any  intent  to  avoid  or  unnecessarily  interrupt 
liuch  continuous  carriage  or  to  evade  any  of  tho  provisions  of  this  act. 

And  in  tho  third  is  declared  that 

Every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall,  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  powers,  afford  all  reasonable,  proper,  and  equal  faciJ- 
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ities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  between  their  respective  lines,  and  for 
the  receiving,  forwarding,  and  delivering  of  passengers  and  property  to  and 
from  thoir  several  lines  and  those  connecting  therewith,  and  shall  not  dis- 
criminate in  their  rates  and  charges  between  such  connecting  lines ;  but  this 
act  shall  not  bo  construed  as  requiring  any  such  common  carrier  to  give  tho 
use  of  its  trades  or  terminal  facilities  to  another  carrier  engaged  in  like 
business. 

The  fourtli  section  of  the  Act  has  also  important  possibili- 
ties as  a  restraint  upon  reckless  rate  wars.  The  reductions 
when  such  Y/ars  are  in  progi'ess  have  generally  been  made 
chiefly  at  competitive  points  a  considerable  distance  apart, 
and  when  a  reduction  of  rates  at  such  points  involves  also  a 
reduction  to  or  from  a  great  number  of  intermediate  points, 
a  resort  to  a  cutting  of  rates  that  goes  beyond  the  warrant  of 
legitimate  competition  becomes  unlikely  in  proportion  as  it 
would  be  injurious  to  the  party  inaugurating  it. 

Other  iibjecU  of  association, — The  pooling  of  freights  and  of 
railroad  earnings,  so  far  as  the  Commission  has  knowledge 
or  information  on  the  subject,  came  to  an  end  when  the  Act 
took  eiiect.  But  as  pooling  was  only  one  of  several  purposOiS 
had  in  view  in  forming  railroad  associations,  the  leading  as- 
sociations have  not  been  dissolved,  but  have  been  continued 
in  (existence  for  other  objects.  Among  these  objects  are  the 
making  of  regulations  for  uninterrupted  and  harmoniouc  rail- 
road communication  and  exchange  of  traffic  within  the  terri- 
tory embraced  \yj  their  workings.  Some  regulations  in  ad- 
dition to  those  made  by  the  law  are  almost  if  not  altogether 
indis})ensal)le.  Thus,  while  the  seventh  section  of  the  Act 
forbids  the  carriers  preventing  shipments  from  being  con- 
tinuous ])y  the  device  of  changing  time  schedules,  carriage 
in  different  cars,  etc;.,  it  has  not  undertaken  to  provide  for 
the  making  of  such  tim(i  schedules  as  would  facilitate  the 
continuous  shipment,  or  to  prescribe  rules  for  the  loading 
and  iiiov.^ment  of  cars  for  that  purpose.  However  desirable 
tins  ini<j:l)t  liave  becui  if  it  were  practicable  to  make  rules 
wliicl),  wliile  ,i;<uieral  in  their  nature,  should  be  sufficiently 
detiiiit(>  for  (^it'orcement  as  laws,  it  was  doubtless  perceived 
l)y  (\)ni;T<'ss  that  these  and  many  other  matters  of  detail^ 
tliouirh  tliev  nii^lit  be  of  high  importance,  could  not  be  wisely 
and  effectively  dealt  with  by  general  legislation,  but  that  such 
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legislation  must  chiefly  be  restricted  to  provisions  for  regula- 
tion and  to  prevent  abuse. 

Moreover,  these  matters  of  detail,  to  a  considerable  extent, 
involve  the  element  of  contract,  and  also  of  credit,  when  one 
company  becomes  the  agent  for  another  in  the  sale  of  tickets 
and  the  collection  of  freight  moneys ;  and  they  then  require 
the  assenting  minds  of  parties ;  and  the  number  of  parties 
whose  minds  are  to  be  brought  into  accord  being  commonly 
very  considerable,  an  association  of  officers  or  agents  is  made 
the  means  of  bringing  about  the  desired  unity  of  action,  and 
is  also  made  a  common  arbiter,  to  prevent  frequent  and  seri- 
ous disturbances. 

Classilication,  also,  as  has  been  said,  is  not  by  the  Act 
taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  carriers,  though  a  certain  power 
of  supervision  is  vested  in  the  Commission ;  and  classifica- 
tion is  not  only  best  made  by  joint  action,  but  if  it  were  not 
so  made  and  the  methods  of  the  roads  thereby  brou^jjht  into 
harmony,  it  would  probably  become  indispensable,  however 
undesirable  it  might  otherwise  be,  for  the  law  to  undertake 
to  provide  for  it.  Moreover,  when  classification  is  made  and 
put  into  elfcct  it  becomes  necessary  to  make  ])rovisi()n  for 
inspection  or  some  sort  of  supervision  of  its  ap})lication,  in 
order  to  prevent  its  being  employed  as  a  device  for  giving 
preferences  as  between  shi})pers.  A  fraudulent  classifica- 
tion, through  connivance  of  the  agent  in  making  out  decep- 
tive shipping  bills,  has  often  been  resorted  to  for  this 
purpose  ;  and  as  the  fraud  afi'ects  the  comi)eting  carriers  as 
well  as  the  shippers  who  are  discriminated  against  by  means 
of  the  cheat,  the  carriers  and  the  public  alike  ar<^  intifrested 
in  such  a  supervision  of  the  work  of  all  the  roads  as  will  be 
likely  to  detect  tlie  fraud.  Self-interest  on  the  part  of  the 
carriers  will  impel  to  this  supervision,  and  it  is  most  gener- 
ally done  through  some  common  agency.  If  it  shall  be 
fairly  done  as  between  the  carriers  themselv(^s,  it  w4Jl  tend 
to  the  protection  of  the  public ;  and  the  benefits  will  bo 
on  the  same  line  with  those  the  Act  undertakes  to  estab- 
lish or  provide  for. 

REASONABLE   CHARGES. 

Of  the  duties  devolved  upon  the  Commission  by  the  Act 
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to  regulate  commerce,  iioue  is  more  perplexing  and  difficult 
than  that  of  passing  upon  complaints  made  of  rates  as  being 
unreasonable.  The  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  rates 
involviis  so  many  cuusiderationsj  and  is  affected  by  so  many 
circumstances  and  conditions  which  may  at  first  blush  seem 
foreign,  that  it  is  quite  impossible  to  deal  with  it  on  purely 
mathematical  principles,  or  on  any  principles  whatever, 
with<mt  a  consciousness  that  no.  conclusion  which  may  be 
reached  can^by  demonstration  be  shown  to  be  absolutely 
correct.  Some  of  the  difficulties  in  the  way  have  been  indi- 
cated in  what  has  been  said  on  classification  ;  and  it  has 
been  shown  that  to  take  each  class  of  freight  by  itself  and 
measure  tlie  reasonableness  of  charges  by  reference  to  the 
cost  of  transporting  that  particular  class,  though  it  might 
seem  abstractly  just,  would  neither  be  practicable  for  the 
carriers  nor  consistent  with  the  public  interest. 

Ilnle  of  Policy, — The  public  interest  is  best  served  when 
the  rates  are  so  apportioned  as  to  encourage  the  largest  prac- 
ticable exchange  of  products  between  different  sections  o.^ 
our  country  and  witli  foreign  countries ;  and  this  can  only  be 
done  by  making  value  an  important  consideration,  and  by 
placing  upon  the  higher  classes  of  freight  some  share  of  the 
burden  tliat  on  a  relatively  equal  apportionment,  if  service 
alone  were  considered,  would  fall  upon  those  of  less  value. 
AVith  this  method  of  arranging  tariffs  little  fault  is  found, 
and  perhaps  none  at  all  by  persons  who  consider  the  subject 
from  th(^  standpoint  of  public  interest.  Indeed,  in  the  com- 
l)laiuts  thus  far  made  to  the  Commission  little  fault  has  been 
found  with  the  principles  on  which  tariffs  for  the  transporta- 
tion (jf  iV(Mghts  are  professedly  arranged,  while  applications 
of  thosi*  principles  in  particular  cases  have  been  complained 
of  frrdueiitly  ninl  very  earnestly. 

^Avv'.v/V>j.s'  (tf  Complaint — Among  the  reasons  most  fre- 
quently operating  to  cause  complaints  of  rates  may  be  men- 
tionevl : 

Thti  want  of  steadiness  in  rates. 

Th<^  disproportion  between  the  charges  for  long  and  those 
for  sliort  distances. 

Tlu;  great  disparity  between  the  charges  made  for  trans- 


314  INTERSTATS  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

portation  by  roads  differently  circumstanced  as  to  advan- 
tages. 

The  extremely  low  rates  which  are  compelled  by  competi- 
tion in  some  cases,  and  which  may  make  rates  which  are  not 
unreasonable  seem,  on  comparison,  extremely  high. 

Some  others  will  be  mentioned  fuither  on. 

Unsteadiness  in  Hates, — The  want  of  steadiness  in  rates 
is  commonly  the  fault  of  railroad  managers,  and  may  come 
from  want  of  care  in  arranging  their  scheduios,  or  from  want 
of  business  foresight.  But  more  often  perhaps  it  grows  out 
of  disagreements  between  competing  companies  which  when 
they  become  serious  may  result  in  wars  of  rates  between 
them.  Wars  of  rates,  when  mutual  injury  is  the  chief  pur- 
pose in  view,  as  is  sometimes  the  case,  are  xmi  only  mischiev- 
ous in  their  immediate  effects  upon  the  parties  to  them,  and 
upon  the  business  community  whose  calculations  and  plans 
must  for  a  time  be  disturbed,  but  they  have  a  permanently 
injurious  influence  upon  the  railroad  service  because  of  their 
effect  upon  the  public  mind.  When  railroad  companies  de- 
termines for  themselves  what  their  rates  shall  be,  it  is  not 
unnatural  for  the  public  to  infer  that  the  lowest  rates  (charged 
at  anv  time  are  not  below  what  can  be  afforded  c,t  all  times, 
and  that  when  these  are  advanced,  the  company  is  reaching 
out  for  extortionate  profits. 

Now  there  are  few  important  lines  in  the  country  that  have 
not  at  some  time  in  their  history  been  carryiti-nr  freight  at 
prices  that  if  long  continued  would  cause  bankruptcy.  But 
to  a-  large  proportion  of  the  public  the  fact  that  the  rates 
were  accepted  was  proof  that  they  were  reasonable ;  and 
when  advanced  rates  are  complained  of,  the  complainants,  to 
demonstrate  their  unreasonableness,  go  back  to  the  war 
pric(  s,  and  cite  them  as  conclusive  proof  of  what  the  com- 
panies then  charging  them  can  afford  to  accept.  Many  pop- 
ular complaints  have  their  origin  in  the  ideas  roirnrdin^  rates 
which  tliosf^  wars  have  engendered  or  fed,  and  the  evils  of 
the  controversies  do  not  end  when  the  controversies  are  over, 
but  mnv  continue  to  disturb  the  relations  of  railroad  com- 
pani(^s  v.ith  their  patrons  for  many  years  afterwards. 

Wars  of  Rates. — It  may  be  truly  said,  also,  that  while  rail- 
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road  competition  is  to  be  protected,  wars  in  railroad  rates 
unrestraiued  by  competitive  principles  are  disturbers  in 
every  direction ;  if  the  community  reaps  a  temporary  advan- 
tage, it  is  one  whose  benefits  are  unequally  distributed,  and 
these  are  likely  to  be  more  than  counterbalanced  by  the  in- 
cidental unsettling  of  prices  and  interference  with  safe  busi- 
ness calculations.  The  public  authorities  at  the  same  time 
tind  that  the  task  of  regulation  has  been  made  more  trouble- 
some and  difficult  through  the  effect  of  war  rates  upon  the 
public  mind.  These  are  consequences  which  result  so  iney- 
itably  from  this  species  of  warfare,  that  it  would  naturally 
be  expected  they  would  be  kept  constantly  in  mind  by  rail- 
road managers.  It  is  inevitable  that  the  probability  that 
any  prescribed  rates  will  be  accepted  by  the  public  as  just 
shall  to  some  extent  be  affected  by  the  fact  that  at  some 
previous  time  they  have  been  lower;  perhaps  considerably 
lower. 

The  disproportion  between  the  rate  chained  and  the  dis- 
tance the  property  is  carried  is  also  important  in  its  effect 
upon  the  minds  of  those  who  have  not  the  time  or  perhaps 
the  opportunity  to  study  the  subject  and  understand  the 
reasons.  Tliere  are  grounds  on  which  short-haul  traffic  may 
be  cliarged  more  in  proportion  to  the  distance  of  transporta- 
tion than  long-haul  traffic,  some  of  which  any  one  would 
readily  understand  and  appreciate.  Thus,  it  is  seen  that  a 
considerable  proportion  of  the  carrier's  service  is  the  same 
whether  the  transportation  is  for  the  short  or  for  the  long 
distance  ;  there  must  be  the  same  loading  and  .unloading,  the 
same  number  of  papers  and  entries  on  books,  and  so  on.  It 
is  also  seen  that  short-haul  traffic  is  more  often  taken  up  and 
laid  down  in  small  quantities,  and  that  for  this  reason  the 
proportionate  train  service  is  much  greater. 

But  when  all  these  considerations  are  taken  into  account 
it  will  still  appoar  that  the  long-haul  traffic  is  given  an  advan- 
tage in  rates  which  must  be  accounted  for  on  grounds  which 
are  not  so  readily  apparent.  When  the  reasons  are  seen  it 
may  perhaps  appear  that  there  is  in  fact  no  wrong  either  to 
the  shippers  who  are  apparently  discriminated  against,  or  to 
the  general  public. 
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The  Grouping  Sydem, — It  is  not  uncommon  that  in  railroad 
freight  service  the  rates  for  the  transportation  of  a*  particu- 
lar kind  of  property,  instead  of  being  regularly  progressive, 
shall  bo  iouud  arranged  on  a  system  of  grouping,  wnereby 
the  charges  to  all  points  witliin  a  defined  territory  shall  be 
the  same,  though  the  distances  will  vary.  Thus,  at  the  present 
time  the  rates  which  are  made  from  New  York  to  Chicago  are 
also  made  from  New  York  to  all  points  within  a  territory 
about  Chicago,  which  includes  some  important  towns  in 
western  Indiana  and  western  Michigan.  A  question  might 
be  made  by  such  towns  whether  grouping  them  with  Chicago 
and  making  tliem  pay  the  same  rates  is  just ;  but  the  grouping 
system  in  general  dej)arts  so  little  from  the  distance  propor- 
tions that  it  is  seldom  the  ground  of  complaint. 

There  are  cas(»s,  however,  in  which  tlie  distance  propor- 
tions are  purposely  disregarded,  and  the  doing  so  is  justified 
by  the  managers  on  the  negative  ground  that  no  one  is 
wronged  by  it,  and  on  the  affirmative  ground  that  the  public 
is  benefiteil.  Cases  of  the  sort  may  perhaps  be  found  about 
all  our  large  cities  in  which  the  railroads,  as  to  some  particu- 
lar agricultural  production  needed  for  daily  consumption  in 
the  city,  have  gradually  extended  the  area  from  w^hich  they 
would  receive  and  transj)ort  it  at  the  lowest  rates,  until  they 
may  be  found  carrying  the  article  at  the  same  i)rice  for  100 
miles  as  for  20.  The  low  rate  for  the  long  distance  has  ex- 
tended the  area  of  production  and  benefited  the  city ;  and  it 
is  possible  to  conceive  of  cases  in  which  the  opposite  course, 
of  taking  distance  into  the  account  in  all  rate  making,  would 
have  kept  production  so  far  restricted  in  territory  that  pro- 
ducers near  the  city  could  never  have  been  given  as  low 
rates  as  they  receive  now,  when  they  are  charged  the  same 
as  their  more  distant  competitors.  Where  such  a  case  ap- 
pears, the  failure  to  measure  the  charges  from  regard  to 
distance  could  not  dogmatically  be  pronounced  unjust,  if  it 
appeared  that  the  railroad  on  the  one  side,  and  the  public  on 
tlie  other,  were  benefited  by  the  course  actually  adopted.  But 
to  incr(^ase  the  rates  to  the  nearer  producc^rs,  or  even  to  keep 
them  at  a  point  whic^h,  though  fair  in  the  first  place,  has  in 
the  eoursc  of  events  become  unreasoiiably  high,  in  order  to 


REASONABLE  CHAIIGES.  317 

be  able  to  put  those  at  a  distance  on  an  equal  footing  in  the 
market  with  8U(?h  nearer  producers,  would  be  manifestly 
unjust.  Not  even  on  the  grounds  of  general  public  advan- 
tage do  we  uiidorstanil  that  this  wouhl  bo  justified  ;  for  public 
b(uiefits,  when  they  are  to  be  had  at  the  cost  of  individual 
citizens,  cannot  rightfully,  nor  we  suppose,  lawfully,  be  as- 
sessed on  one  class  of  the  people  exclusively. 

lienmns  for  Dli^jyfiriUj  in  Hates. — The  grei*t  disparity  in 
tlie  charges  of  difl'erent  roads  for  the  transportation  of  the 
same  kind  of  property  is  a  prolific  cause  of  complaint,  some- 
times justly  founded  and  sometimes  not.  It  is  apparent 
sometimes,  in  the  complaints  which  are  made  to  the  Commis- 
sion, that  the  parties  complaining  hold  the  opinion,  or  at 
least  have  an  impression,  that  the  cost  of  transporting  a 
particuhir  species  of  property  is  substantially  the  same  on 
aJl  roads,  anvl  that  consequently  the  charges  made  by  one 
road  may  prove  with  tolerable  certainty  that  the  higher 
charges  made  by  another  road  are  unjust.  If  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  under  which  the  traffic  is  carried  by 
the  two  roads  are  substantially  the  same,  the  comparison 
would  be  lo<<itimate  and  the  argument  from*  it  of  very  great 
for(*e.  But  wlion  any  such  comparison  is  ttiade,  there  are 
some  circuinstnnc(»s  having  an  important  bearing  upon  rates 
which  cannot  be  h^ft  out  of  view.  Among  these  may  bo 
specified  : 

The  lA'jifjfh  itf  Haul. — A  thousand  tons  of  wheat  can  be 
loaded,  trans])ortcd  a  thousand  miles,  and  delivered  much 
more  cheaply  in  proportion  to  distance  than  the  same 
({uaniit}'  can  be  loaded,  transported  one  hundred  miles,  and 
deli  v(».  red. 

The  Qnant'ttii  HaHled, — A  train  load  of  coal  can  be  trans- 
port(ui  more  (dieaply  in  proportion  to  quantity  than  a  single 
car  load,  and  a  car  load  more  cheaply  than  a  hundred 
pounds.  So  if  the  business  is  large,  though  it  be  the  trans- 
portation of  many  kinds  of  property,  it  can  be  done  rela- 
tively more  che.iply  than  if  it  were  small. 

Return  FreUjld,^, — If  lumber  or  other  property  in  quantity 
is  to  be  delivered  at  points  where  there  will  be  return  loads 
for  the   same  ears,  the   delivery  can  be  made   much  more 
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cheaply  than  at  points  where  return  freights  could  not  be 
expected. 

Cod  of  Moving  Trains, — This  is  very  much  less  on  some 
roads  than  on  others  by  reason  of  lighter  grades,  cheaper 
fuel,  less  liability  to  obstruction  fi'om  storms,  and  other 
causes  which  may  disturb  the  track  or  delay  trains. 

These  are  among  the  causes  which  have  an  important 
bearing  on  relative  rates.  Beyond  these  the  relative  cost  of 
roads  must  be  allowed  force  also,  if  the  owners  are  to  be 
permitted  to  charge  such  rates  as  will  make  their  invest- 
ments remunerative.  A  complaint  that  rates  are  unreason- 
able may  therefore  require  for  its  proper  adjudication  a 
careful  inquiry  not  only  into  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions of  the  road  wliich  makes  them  and  of  the  traffic  upon 
it,  but  also  itito  tliosc  of  other  roads  whose  lower  rates  are 
supposed  by  comparison  to  show  the  injustice  of  the  rates 
complained  of. 

But  th(^re  are  reasons  v^iich  make  it  necessary,  in  adjudi- 
cating a  case  of  alleged  excessive  rates,  to  consider  rates  on 
other  lines  or  at  other  points,  even  when  the  complaining 
party  makes  no  argument  or  draws  no  conclusion  from  them. 
Questions  of  rates  on  one  line  or  at  one  point  can  not  be 
considered  by  themselves  exclusively ;  a  change  in  them 
may  affect  the  rates  in  a  considerable  part  of  the  country. 
Kates  from  the  interior  to  New  York  necessarily  have  close 
relation  to  rates  from  the  same  points  to  Philadelphia,  Bos- 
ton, and  Baltimore ;  rates  from  the  sea-board  to  Toledo 
must  have  a  similar  relation  to  those  from  the  sea-board  to 
Detroit  and  other  towns  whose  business  men  compete  with 
those  of  Toledo  in  a  common  territory.  Just  rates  are  al- 
ways rcLitive  ;  the  act  itself  provides  for  its  being  so  when 
it  forbids  unjust  discrimination  as  between  localities.  This 
prohibition  may  sometimes  giv<}  to  competition  an  effect  up- 
on rates  beyond  what  it  would  have  if  the  competitive  forces 
alone  were  considered. 

The  Commission  has  had  occasion,  where  a  railroad  com- 
pany operated  lines  which  run  parallel  to  each  other,  to  hold 
that  if  the  company  yielded  to  competitive  forces  so  far  as 
to  give  the  towns  on  one  line   very  low  rates,  the  effect  of 
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such  low  rates  upon  the  business  of  rival  towns  on  the  other 
liuo  could  not  be  ignored  when  their  rates  came  under  con- 
sideration. The  natural  influence  of  just  competitive  forces 
ought  to  be  allowed  as  it  would  be  as  between  two  lines 
owned  by  different  companies  ;  and  if  the  rates  on  one  Une 
were  made  very  low  because  of  competition,  keeping  the 
others  high  because  the  absence  of  competition  enabled  it  to 
be  done  might  amount,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  to  un- 
just discrimination.  Consolidation  of  rival  lines,  or  the 
bringing  them  under  the  same  management,  can  not  justify 
ignoring  on  one  line  the  effect  of  competitive  forces  on  the 
other ;  those  forces  always,  when  not  unnaturally  restrain- 
ed, have  an  influence  which  reaches  beyond  the  points 
whose  Inisiness  is  controlled  by  it,  and  by  secondary  effect 
moditios  prices  to  more  distant  points.  This  is  well  under- 
stood ill  the  transportation  business ;  the  modifying  effect  of 
ratt^s  by  lake  and  canal  is  perceived  in  the  charges  on  all 
lint's  from  the  Mississippi  to  the  sea-board  ;  the  rates  to  and 
from  Diihith  atlect  all  charges  in  the  Northwest  to  and  from 
Chicago^.  Any  arrangement  by  consolidation  or  otherwise 
that  should  undertake  to  eliminate  this  influence  would,  if 
made  on  a  large  scale,  be  futile,  because  it  would  antago- 
nizi3  laws  of  trade  and  communication  which  would  be  too 
powerful  for  it,  and  on  a  small  scale,  affecting  particular 
towns  or  small  districts,  it  might  be  illegal  from  its  manifest 
ino((ii:ditv  or  injustice. 

(niHpefition. — A  study  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
has  satisfied  i\u\  members  of  tlie  Commission  that  it  was  in- 
tended hi  its  passage  to  preserve  for  the  people  the  bene- 
fits of  competition  as  between  the  several  transportation  lines 
of  th(^  country.  If  that  shall  be  done  the  towns  which  have 
great  natural  advantages,  or  advantages  acquired  by  large 
<ixpenditur(;s  of  money  in  establishing  new  thoroughfares  of 
commtMce,  will  have  cheaper  rates  than  can  ordinarily  be 
()htain<Ml  by  towns  less  favorably  situated.  New  York  with 
its  nobh^  harbor,  its  central  location,  the  Hudson  River,  and 
the  Erie  Canal  for  interior  water-ways,  can  not  be  deprived 
of  the  benefits  which  spring  from  these  great  natural  and  ac- 
quired advantages  without  altogether  elinunating  competition 
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as  a  force  in  transportation  charges,  and  by  an  exercise  of 
sovereign  legislative  power  establishing  arbitrary  rates  over 
the  whole  countrv. 

It  might  possibly  be  mthin  the  competency  of  legislative 
power  to  prescribe  for  the  several  interstate  railroads  equal 
mileage  rates  for  the  whole  country ;  but  this,  if  enforced, 
would  put  an  end  to  competition  as  a  factor  in  making  rates, 
and  to  a  very  large  extent  deprive  the  great  business  centers 
of  the  country  of  their  several  natural  advantages,  and  also 
of  the  bi3uefit  of  expenditures  made  by  them  in  creating  for 
themselves  new  channels  of  trade.  It  would,  in  fact,  work  a 
revolution  in  the  business  of  the  country,  which,  though  it 
might  be  greatly  beneficial  in  some  directions,  would  be  fear- 
fully destructive  in  others.  Congress  has  not  by  the  existing 
legislation  undertaken  to  inaugurate  such  a  revolution  ;  no- 
thing in  the  Act  to  regulate  coDimerce  looks  in  that  direc- 
tion, unless  it  be  the  prohibition  to  charge  more  for  a  short- 
er than  for  a  longer  haul  on  the  same  line  in  the  same  direc- 
tion, the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  distance.  But 
that  prohibition  is  not  absolute,  and  if  it  were,  a  strict  en- 
forcement w(mld  necessarily  be  at  the  expense  of  the  com- 
petitive centers  which  have  heretofore  had  the  exceptionally 
low  rates.  The  rates  have  made  them  centers  for  a  valuable 
wholesale  trade  which  they  cannot  expect  to  retain  perman- 
ently in  its  entirety  if  they  are  deprived  even  in  part  of  the 
advantages  which  they  have  hitherto  had  from  the  com- 
petition of  rival  carriers.  The  Inmefit  which  non-competi- 
tive points  receive  must  be  largely  at  the  expense  of  the  com- 
petitive. This  is  one  of  the  inevitable  consequences  of  per- 
fecting the  reform  in  the  direction  of  basing  rates  upon 
distance  more  than  has  been  the  case  hitherto.  It  is  an  in- 
cidental disadvantage  to  some  which  is  supposed  to  be  more 
than  made  up  by  the  more  equal  apportionment  of  transpor- 
taion  benefits. 

The  competition  by  water  is  the  most  important  factor  in 
forcing  ratios  to  a  low  lev(4  at  the  points  where  the  lines  of 
land  and  water  transportation  intersect.  Where  there  are 
trood  channels  of  water  transportation,  the  cost  of  moving 
traffic  upon  it  is  so  very  greatly  below  the  cost  of  rail  trans- 
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portation  that  the  railroads  would  scarcely  be  able  to  compete 
at  all  if  rapidity  in  transit  were  not  in  most  cases  a  matter  of 
sucli  importance  that  it  enables  the  railroads  to  demand  and 
obtain  hi<^her  rates  than  are  made  by  boat.  But  even  when 
compensated  for  the  extra  speed,  the  rates  which  the  roads 
can  obtain  in  c(^mpetition  with  the  natural  waterways  must 
])e  extremely  low  and  in  some  cases  leave  little  if  any  margin 
for  protit.  Thc^  experience  of  the  country  has  demonstrated 
that  tlie  artificial  waterways  cannot  be  successful  competitors 
with  the  railroads  on  equal  terms.  If  the  eflfort  is  to  make 
tlie  business  upon  them  pay  the  cost  of  their  maintenance 
and  a  fair  return  upon  the  capital  invested  in  them,  its  futil- 
ity must  soon  appear.  The  railroads  long  since  deprived  the 
p-eat  canals  of  Ohio,  Indiana,  and  Illinois  of  nearly  all  their 
importance,  and  the  Erie  Canal  is  only  maintained  as  a  great 
channel  of  trade  by  the  liberality  of  the  State  of  New  York 
in  making  its  use  free  ;  the  State  thus  taking  upon  itself  a 
large  sliare  of  the  cost  of  transportation  which  would  be  as- 
sessed upon  the  property  carried  if  the  canal  were  owned 
and  held  for  the  profit  of  operation  as  the  railroads  are. 
In  their  competitive  struggles  with  each  other  to\nis  can  not 
ignore  the  effect  wliich  the  existence  of  natural  waterways 
must  have  upon  rail  road  tariffs  ;  the  railroad  companies  can 
not  ignore  it,  nor  can  the  Commission  ignore  it  if  competi- 
tion is  still  to  exist  and  be  allowed  its  force  according  to 
natural  laws.  Neitlier  can  the  great  free  Erie  Canal  be  ig- 
nored ;  it  influences  the  rates  to  New  York  more  than  any 
other  one  cause,  and  indirectly,  through  its  influence  upon 
tlie  rates  to  New  York,  it  influences  those  to  all  other  sea- 
board cities,  and  indeed  to  all  that  section  of  the  country. 
Other  considerations  bearing  upon  the  reasonableness  of 
rates  might  be  mentioned,  but  enough  has  been  said  to  show 
the  difficulty  of  the  task  which  the  law  has  cast  upon  the 
Commission,  and  the  impossibility  that  that  task  shall  be  so 
performed  as  to  give  satisfaction  to  all  complaints.  The 
question  of  rates,  as  has  already  been  shown,  is  often  qniie 
as  much  a  question  between  rival  interests  and  localities  as 
between  the  railroads  and  any  one  or  more  of  such  localitieB 
or  interests ;  but  while  each  strives  to  secure  such  rates 
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will  most  benefit  itself,  the  Commission  must  look  beyond 
the  parties  complaining  and  complained  of,  and  make  its  de- 
cisions on  a  survey  of  the  whole  field,  that  either  directly  or 
indirectly  will  be  affected  by  them. 

GENERAL  OBSERVATIONS. 

The  Act  to  regulate  commerce  has  now  been  in  operation 
nearly  eight  months.  One  immediate  effect  was  to  cause  in- 
convenience in  many  quarters,  and  even  yet  the  business  of 
some  parts  of  the  country  is  not  fully  adjusted  to  it.  Some 
carriers  also  are  not  as  yet  in  their  operations  conforming  in 
all  respects  to  its  spirit  and  purpose.  Nevertheless  the 
Commission  feels  justified  in  saying  that  the  operation  of  the 
Act  has  in  general  been  beneficial.  In  some  particulars,  as 
we  understand  has  also  been  the  case  with  similar  statutes 
in  some  of  the  States,  it  has  operated  directly  to  increase 
railro£td  earnings,  especially  in  the  cutting  off  of  free  passes 
on  interstate  passenger  traffic,  and  in  putting  an  end  to  re- 
bates, drawbacks,  and  special  rates  upon  freight  business. 
The  results  of  the  law  in  these  respects  are  also  eminently 
satisfactory  to  the  general  public,  certainly  to  all  who  had 
not  been  wont  to  profit  by  special  or  personal  advantages. 
In  connection  with  the  abolition  of  the  pass  system,  there 
has  been  some  reduction  in  passenger  fares,  especially  in  the 
charge  made  for  mileage  tickets  in  the  Northwest,  the  section 
of  the  country  where  they  are  perhaps  most  employed. 

Freight  traffic  for  the  year  has  been  exceptionally  large  in 
volume,  and  is  believed  to  have  been  in  no  small  degree 
stimulated  by  a  growing  confidence  that  the  days  of  rebates 
and  special  rates  were  ended,  and  that  open  rates  on  an 
equal  basis  were  now  offered  to  all  comers.  The  reflex  ac- 
tion of  this  development  of  confidence  among  business  men 
has  been  highly  favorable  to  the  roads. 

In  some  localities  the  passage  of  the  Act  was  made  the  * 
occasion  on  the  part  of  dissatisfied  and  short-sighted  rail- 
road managers  for  new  exactions,  through  a  direct  raising  of 
rates,  by  change  in  classification  and  otherwise.  The  mani- 
festation of  the  spirit  which  induced  such  action  is  now  but 
seldom  observed,  and  the  wrongs  resulting  from  it  have  in 
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general  been  corrected.  The  effect  of  the  operation  of  tho 
fourth  section  has  been  specially  described  above,  and  tho 
Commission  repeats  in  this  place  its  opinion  that,  however 
serious  may  have  been  the  results  in  some  cases,  the  general 
effect  has  been  beneficial.  The  changes  in  classification  made 
since  the  Act  took  effect  have  been  in  the  direction  of  greater 
uniformity,  and  have  also  in  general,  it  is  believed,  been  con- 
cessions to  business  interests. 

The  tendency  of  rates  has  been  downward,  and  they  have 
seldom  been  permanently  advanced  except  when  excessive 
competition  had  reduced  them  to  points  at  which  they  could 
not  well  be  maintained.  No  destructive  rate  wars  have  oc* 
curred,  but  increased  stability  in  rates  has  tended  in  the  di- 
rection of  stability  in  general  business.  There  is  still,  how- 
ever, great  mischief  resulting  from  frequent  changes  in  freight 
rates  on  the  part  of  some  companies ;  changes  that  in  some 
cases  it  is  difficult  to  suggest  excuse  for. 

The  general  results  of  the  law  have  been  in  important  ways 
favorable  to  both  the  roads  and  the  public ;  while  the  com- 
paratively few  complaints  that  have  been  heard  of  its  results 
are  either  made  w^ith  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  facts,  or 
spring  from  the  remembrance  of  practices  which  the  law  was 
deliberately  framed  to  put  an  end  to. 

AMENDMENTS  OP  THE  LAW. 

The  Commission  has  not  seen  occasion  for  recommending 
any  very  considerable  changes  in  the  Act  under  which  its 
work  is  performed.  It  has  seemed  to  its  members  that  the 
law  for  the  regulation  of  interstate  commerce  should  be  per- 
mitted to  have  a  growth,  and  that  it  would  most  surely  as 
well  as  most  safely  attain  a  high  degree  of  efficiency  and  use- 
fulness in  that  way.  The  general  features  of  the  Act  are 
grounded  in  principles  that  will  stand  the  test  of  time  and 
experience,  and  only  time  and  experience  can  determine 
whether  all  the  provisions  made  for  their  enforcement  are 
safe,  sound,  and  workable.  When  they  prove  not  to  be, 
experience  will  be  a  safe  guide  in  legislation  to  perfect 
them. 

Incidentally  in  this  report  some  need  of  amendment  has 
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been  pointed  out.  Especially  ought  the  law,  as  we  think,  to 
indicate  in  plain  terms  whether  the  express  business  and  all 
other  transportation  by  the  carriers  named  in  the  Act  shall 
be  governed  by  its  provisions.  The  p^'ovision  against  the 
sudden  raising  of  rates  ought  to  be  clearly  made  applicable 
to  joint  rates  as  well  as  to  others.  The  Commission  ought 
also  to  have  the  authority  and  the  means  to  bring  about 
something  like  uniformity  in  the  method  of  publishing  rates, 
which  is  now  in  great  confusion,  and  to  carefully  examine, 
collect,  and  supervise  the  schedules,  contracts,  etc.,  required 
by  the  law  to  be  filed,  as  well  as  properly  to  handle  the  mass 
of  statistical  information  called  for  by  the  twentieth  section. 
For  all  these  purposes,  as  well  as  for  others  imperfectly  pro- 
vided for,  a  considerable  addition  to  the  force  employed  with 
the  Commission  will  be  indispensable. 

Other  matters,  and  particularly  whether  transportation  by 
water  shall  be  made  subject  to  the  Act,  are  submitted  to  the 
wisdom  of  Congress  without  recommendation. 

All  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

Dated  December  1,  1887. 

Thomas  M.  Cooley, 
William  K.  Morrison, 
Augustus  Schoonmaker, 
Aldace  F.  AValker, 
Walter  L.  Bragg. 
Interstate  Cmarfierce  Cominisaioners, 
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MILTON  EVANS   v.    THE   OREGON  EAILWAT   AND 

NAVIGATION    COMPANY 

AND 

WILLIAM    H.    REED    v.    THE    OREGON    RAILWAY 
AND    NAVIGATION    COMPANY. 

Tried  October  12  ;  decided  December  3,  1887. 

Ic  determining  what  is  a  just  and  reasonable  rate  for  a  particular  commo- 
dity (for  example,  wheat),  the  Commission  will  take  into  consideration 
the  earnings  and  expenses  of  operation,  the  rates  charged  upon  the  same 
cora.modity  by  other  roads  as  nearly  similarly  situated  as  may  be,  the 
diversities  between  the  railroad  in  question  and  such  other  railroads, 
the  relative  amount  of  through  and  local  business,  the  proportion  borno 
by  the  commodity  in  question  to  the  remainder  of  the  local  traffic,  the 
marlvet  value  of  the  commodity  and  its  gradual  reduction,  the  reduc- 
tions made  by  the  carrier  upon  other  articles  which  are  consumed  and 
necessarily  required  by  the  producers  of  the  article  in  question,  and  all 
other  circumstances  affecting  the  traffic  of  itself,  and  as  related  to  other 
considerations  entering  into  the  charges  of  the  carrier. 

Upon  the  facts  shown  by  the  evidence  in  the  present  case,  held  that  the  rate 
on  wheat  from  Walla  Walla  City  to  Portland  should  not  exceed  twenty- 
three  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred  pounds  when  transported  by  the 
defendant  railroad  for  the  remainder  of  the  present  grain  season,  ex- 
tending to  the  30th  of  June,  1888. 

/?.  Z.  Sharjysteuiy  CJiarles  S,  YoorheeSy  William  II.  Heed, 
for  complainants. 

McDonald,  Bright  cfe  I^ay,  C.  li,  liaUinger,  for  defendants. 

UEPOUT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  CO]^!- 

MISSION. 

I^UAod,  Coinviitdiioner  : 

Those  complaints  involve  the  same  question  as  to  the  reas- 
onahlenoss  of  the  freight  rates  of  the  Orep^on  Railway  & 
Navi.i;ati(3n  Company  on  wheat  shipped  from  Walla  Walla, 
in  Wasliinj^ton  Territory,  over  its  line  to  Portland,  Oregon. 
lU'  consent  of  the  parties  the}'  were  heard  together  and  will 
be  disp()S(Ml  of  by  us  in  the  same  manner. 

The  complaint  of  the  petitioner,  Milton  Evans,  is  that  on 
the  2Gth  day  of  April,  1887,  the  defendant  charged  and  col- 
lectc'l  from  him  $81.00  for  transporting  27,000  pounds  of 
whc'it  from  Walla  AValla  city  to  the  city  of  Portland,  which 
he  claims  was  an  unreasonable  and  extortionate  charge. 
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The  complaint  of  William  H.  Keed  alleges  that  on  the  26th 
day  of  May,  1887,  the  defendant  charged  him  $72.00  on  a 
shipment  of  24,000  pounds  of  wheat  from  Walla  Walla  city 
to  Portland,  Oregon,  which  he  alleges  was  an  unreasonable 
and  extortionate  charge.  The  charge  in  each  instance  was 
thirty  cents  per  hundred  pounds.  The  prayer  of  each  peti- 
tion is  that  the  rates  of  defendant  on  wheat  from  Walla 
Walla  to  Portland  shall  be  reduced  to  three  dollars  per  ton 
or  fifteen  cents  per  100  pounds. 

The  defendant  admits  the  making  of  each  of  these  charges, 
and  insists  that  they  are  reasonable  and  just.  The  grounds 
upon  which  the  defendant  in  its  answer  justifies  these  charges 
are  substantially  the  same  as  to  each  complaint,  and  may  be 
briefly  stated  as  follows  : 

That  its  road  extends  from  the  city  of  Portland,  in  the 
State  of  Oregon,  to  the  city  of  Walla  Walla,  in  Washington 
Territory,  a  distance  of  two  hundred  and  forty-six  miles,  and 
is  necessarily  constructed  and  operated  for  the  most  part 
through  a  rugged  and  mountainous  country,  with  extraordi- 
liary  grades  and  curves,  and,  being  so  constructed,  is  oper- 
ated at  exceptionally  great  expense. 

That  between  the  city  of  Portland  and  Dalles  city,  a  dis- 
tance of  eighty-eight  miles,  its  road  runs  over  and  across  the 
(Cascade  Mountains  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  and  the  adjoin- 
ing mountainous  country  is  unproductive  and  unsettled. 

Tliat  during  the  winter  season  the  operation  of  this  part 
of  its  road  is  frequently  interrupted  by  storms  and  snow 
blockades  and  land  slides,  and  defendant  is  thereby  sub- 
locted  to  extraordinary  expense ;  that  between  Dalles  city 
and  the  city  of  Walla  AValla  the  defendant's  road,  for  the 
(greater  part  of  the  way,  runs  through  a  sandy  and  unproduc- 
tive desert,  and  is  subject  to  frequent  obstruction  from  sand 
drifts ;  that  its  ties  and  bridge  sub-structures  along  this  por- 
tion of  its  line  required  to  be  renewed  every  six  or  seven 
years  on  account  of  deterioration  caused  by  alkali  in  the  soil 

That  defendant's  road  consists  of  five  hundred  and  seventj  - 
h\t  miles  of  main  track  and  runs  throujjjh  the  counties  of 
Wasco,  Gilliam,  Umatilla,  Union,  and  Baker,  in  the  State 
of  Oregon,  and  the  counties  of  Walla  Walla,  Columbia,  and 


M.  EVANS  y.  OR.  BY.  &  NAY.  CO.,  AND  WM.  H.  JSEED  V.  SAME.    827 

Garfield,  in  Washington  Territory ;  that  said  counties  con- 
tain in  the  agjijregate  33,441  square  miles ;  that  the  popula- 
tion of  said  counties  is  in  the  aggregate  58,520  persons. 

That  the  total  way  freights  between  Portland  and  Dalles 
city  during  the  eleven  months  ending  May  Slst,  1887| 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  $424.86. 

That  the  whole  local  traffic,  both  passenger  and  freight, 
between  the  city  of  Portland  and  Walla  Walla,  including  the 
business  received  at  these  points  during  the  eleven  months 
ending  May  31st,  1887,  amoiuited  to  the  sum  of  $600,450.39, 
and  the  operating  expenses  of  that  portion  of  said  road 
amounted  during  the  same  time  to  $792,490. 

That  wheat  furnished  much  the  largest  part  of  the  freight 
shipped  over  defendant's  line  ;  that  the  total  wheat  shipped 
(luring  the  eleven  months  ending  May  31st,  1887,  over  all  de- 
fendant's Hues  of  road  was  121,152  tons,  and  that  the  total 
from  Walla  Walla  during  the  same  time  was  15,249  tons'; 
that  tlie  amount  sliipi)ed  from  Walla  Walla  during  the  month 
of  May,  1887,  was  but  167  tons. 

That,  owing  to  the  lack  of  storage  facilities  and  the  condi-" 
tion  of  the  markets  and  the  manner  of  transporting  said 
wheat  from  tide-water,  it  is  necessary  that  the  whole  crop  in 
«ai(l  vicinity  should  be  removed  in  a  space  of  about  one 
hundred  dnvs  after  the  same  has  been  harvested  ;  that  dur- 
ing  the  remainder  of  the  year  but  little  wheat  or  other  fi*eight 
is  shipped  from  the  vicinity  where  said  wheat  is  grown. 

That  (luring  all  o(  said  shipping  season  the  cars  in  which 
Haiil  wli<^;it  is  shipped  to  Portland,  Oregon,  are,  on  account 
of  tlie  absence  of  freight  shipped  in  the  vicinity  fi*om  which 
said  wheat  is  taken,  hauled  empty  from  the  city  of  Portland 
to  Walla  AVallji,  so  that,  in  fact,  the  cars  in  which  said 
wh(\it  is  liauled  for  that  work  are  transported  double  the  dis- 
tance of  sucli  haul. 

Th.it  the  cost  and  expense  of  fuel  used  by  defendant  in  the' 
operation  of  its  said  railroad  greatly  exceeds  the  cost  of  fuel 
upon  tlic  railroads  in  the  United  States  generally,  and  that 
defendant,  sinc(^  the  opening  of  its  road,  has  never  been  able 
to  procure  tlie  same  at  a  price  less  than  six  dollars  per  ton 
of  an  i.iforior  cjiialit}'  of  coal  at  the  city  of  Portland,  which , 
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must  necessarily  thereafter  be  transported  along  i  he  lino  of 
defendant's  railroad  as  required. 

That  labor  in  the  vitdnity  where  defendant's  road  is  oper- 
ated is  tjxt^essively  high  and  exceeds  by  at  least  ^5  per  cent. 
the  price  paid  therefor  upon  other  railroads  in  tlie  United 
States,  and  skilled  labor,  like  enginetu's  of  capacity  and  ex- 
perience required  in  the  oi)en.tio.i  of  defendant's  railroad, 
ey.ceeds  that  amount. 

That  defendant  has  constructed  its  said  railroad  solely 
by  private  capital  invested  in  the  enterprise,  and  without  any 
Govern incnit.  State,  or  municipal  aid. 

That  the  capital  stock  and  bonded  iudcbt(;diiess  of  defend- 
ant's railroad  represent  only  the  actual  pai<l-up  capital  and 
monovs  actuallv  invt^sted  in  its  l)usini^ss,  ;nid  the  fixed 
charges  upon  that  ])ortion  of  its  s;iid  road  (?xc(um1,  at  the  pre- 
sent time,  at  the  present  rate  of  freights  and  fan^s,  the  whole 
amount  of  the  income  derived  from  the  businc^ss  of  said  road 
between  tiie  city  of  Portland  and  tlie  cit}'  of  Walla  Walla  up- 
on all  freights  and  fariis  between  said  points,  including  all 
freights  and  fares  received  at  Walla  Walla  nnd  at  Porthmd, 
80  that  if  d(^fendant  were  compelled  to  rely  entirely  upon 
the  local  traffic  between  these  two  points  and  that  originat- 
ing at  the  said  cities  of  Walla  Walla  and  Portlaixl.  at  the 
prestnit  rates  and  fares,  the  income  from  the  said  railroad 
wouhl  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  its  said  fixed  charges  and 
maintenance,  without  making  any  returns  whatevc^T  upon 
its  capital  stock  expended  in  buildin<^  said  railroad. 

That  at  its  present  tariff  rates,  with  the  most  (H-onomical 
managenu^ut  possible  on  all  the  lines  of  its  svstein,  tlie  de- 
fendant  is  able  to  pay  no  more  than  six  per  cent,  per  annum 
upon  its  paid-up  capital  stock,  whih^  the  ordinarv  rat<^s  of 
int(^rest  upon  first  class  loans  in  Walla  Walja,  and  vieiiiity  of 
defendant's  railiH)ad  is  ten  per  cent,  per  annum. 

That  defc^ndant  has  been  engaged  in  o])f^ratin<^  its  said 
railroad  l)etween  the  cities  of  Portland  and  AValla  Walla 
Bince  tli(^  21st  of  November,  1882,  at  which  date  the  first 
through  train  was  i*un  between  the  terminal  ])oints  aforesaid; 
that  u])  to  and  at  the  time  when  the  (h^fcnidant  commenced 
to  carry  wheat  from  the  city  of  Walla  Walla  and  ^dcinity  to 
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the  City  of  Portland  the  least  charge  upon  wheat  shipped 
from  T/alla  WjiUa  to  Portland  was  $12.00  per  ton,  but  that 
year  by  year  since  that  time,  as  the  country  has  become  set-* 
tied  and  its  products  increased,  the  defendant  has  decreased 
its  rates  upon  wheat  from  $12.00  per  ton  to  $6.00  per  ton, 
and,  in  anticipation  of  a  larger  yield  for  the  year  1887,  de- 
fendant had,  bofon^  it  liad  notice  of  the  filing  or  making  of 
the  complaints  herein,  determined  upon  a  further  reduction 
tc^  S5.00  per  ton  upon  and  for  the  crop  of  1887,  which  rates 
were  and  arc  to  take  effect  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  1887, 
and  are  to  apply  to  freights  to  all  points  equally  distant,  and 
that  those  reductions  have  been  made  voluntarily  and  in  tlie 
absence  of  competition,  and  that  it' is  the  intention  of  the  de- 
fendant to  make  further  reductions  as  the  increased  traffic 
will  permit,  and  to  this  end  the  defendant  is  now  engaged 
in  the  construction  of  branch  lines  into  sections  of  tho 
country  which  are  ^vithout  transportation  facilities. 

The  defendant  alleges  that  the  adoption  of  a  rate  of  freight 
charges  for  its  road  as  low  as  that  prayed  for  in  these  com- 
I)laints  would  make  it  impossible  to  operate  its  road  and  pay 
operating  expenses  and  cost  of  repairs,  to  say  nothing  of 
dividends  or  interest ;  and  that  such  rate  would  prevent  tho 
construction  of  the  new  lines  now  under  way  and  in  contem- 
plation by  deioiidnnt,  and  would,  in  effect,  destroy  its  entire 
property  as  an  investment. 

Th(^  ('vid(»nce  in  these  cases,  by  deposition,  orally,  and  sub- 
mitted in  tlu^  shape  of  documentary  evidence,  has  taken  a 
wide  ranjjj(%  not  more  so,  perhaps,  than  is  usual  and  permis- 
sible in  caiios  of  this  description,  where  the  question  involved 
is  oTie  of  the  reasonableness  of  rates  and  which  must  always 
])o  drtonninod  from  a  variety  of  circumstances,  conditions, 
nn'l  considernlions.  On  the  part  of  the  petitioners  it  relates 
to  tho  topo<jraphy  of  the  countrv  over  which  the  road-bed  of 
the  defendant  is  constructed  ;  the  value  of  the  wheat  in  the 
market  at  Portland  and  Walla  Walla  ;  the  freight  rates 
charfied  on  wheat  by  railroads  in  Dakota,  Minnesota,  Iowa, 
Wiv;r>onsin,  and  Illinois  ;  the  recommendations  of  the  State 
Railroa^l  Pom mif^si oners  of  Oreiron  in  eases  that  it  is  claimed 
are  similar,  and  to  the  receipts  and  expenditures  and  income 
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derived  by  the  defendant  from  the  business  of  its  lines  from 
which  it  is  claimed  by  the  petitioners  that  the  net  earnings, 
after  deducting  the  interest  paid  on  the  bonded  indebted- 
ness, would  leave  to  be  paid  on  the  capital  stock  of  the  de- 
fendant an  amount  of  between  ten  and  eleven  per  cent,  per 
annum.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant  the  evidence  taken  is 
directed  to  maintaining  the  points  of  ^defense  made  in  its 
answers  above  enumerated. 

Without  reciting  the  details  of  this  maps  cf  ovidence, 
which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  report  and  opinion,  would  be 
wholly  unnecessary,  but  all  of  wliich  we  have  ctircfully  con- 
sidered, we  content  ourselves  with  stating  in  substance,  the 
facts  we  find  from  it  material  to  the  inquiry  involved.  Ex- 
clusive of  the  Columbia  and  Palouse  Railroad,  the  Oregon 
Railway  and  Navagation  Company  operates  a  main  track  of 
five  hundred  and  seventy-six  miles.  That  portion  of  its  sys- 
tem which  extends  from  Portland  to  Walla  Walla  is  two 
hundred  and  forty-six  miles  in  length,  and  is  constructed 
along  the  Columbia  river  a  distance  of  one  hundred  and 
eighty-seveji  miles  to  Umatilla  Junction.  From  Umatilla 
Junction  one  branch  of  this  railroad  is  constructed  south- 
easterly thrcmgh  the  counties  of  Umatilla,  Union,  and  Baker, 
in  the  State  of  Oregon,  to  Huntington,  where  it  connects  with 
the  Oregon  Short  Line,  and  with  that  and  the  Union  Pacific 
forms  a  through  lino  from  the  Missouri  river  to  Portland. 
The  other  line  of  this  railroad  extends  from  Umatilla  Junc- 
tion up  the  Columbia  river  about  twenty  seven  miles  to  Wal- 
lula,  where  it  connects  with  the  Northern  Pacific,  the  two 
forming  a  through  line  from  St.  Paul  to  Portland.  From 
Wallula  Junction  there  is  a  branch  of  this  road  easterly 
;ibout  thirty-two  miles  to  Walla  AValla  city,  at  which  point  it 
connects  with  the  Pendleton  Brnnch  of  the  defendant's  sys- 
tem from  the  south.  From  Walla  Walla  the  road  runs  north- 
easterly twentv-three  miles  to  Bolles'  Junction,  at  which 
point  it  bran(*1ies,  one  branch  running  easterly  thirteen  miles 
to  Davton,  the  other  extendin^T:  northerlv  twentv-tliree  miles 
to  Sfarbuck,  wliere  it  branches  again,  one  branch  goinj:]^  east- 
erly about  .tliirtv  miles  to  Pomeroy,  the  other  branch  con- 
tinuing northerly  about  nine  miles  to  Snake  river.    The  maxi- 
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mum  up  grade  per  mile  on  said  road  from  the  city  of  Port- 
land easterly  to  Walla  Walla  is  fifty-nine  feet.  The  highest 
altitude  above  mean  low  tide  at  Astoria  of  said  road,  where 
it  crosses  the  Cascade  Mountains  between  Portland  and 
Dalles,  is  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  feet,  and  the  highest 
elevation  of  the  roa'd-bed  of  said  road  above  high-water  mark' 
of  the  Columbia  rivor^  between  said  points,  is  one  hundred 
and  nineteen  feet. 

During  the  year  1884-'5  the  removal  of  snow  blockades 
between  Portland  and  Dalles  cost  this  company  $190,005.66 ; 
during  the  year  1885-6,  $19,207.06 ;  during  the  year  1886-7, 
$10,702.07.  During  the  year  1886  the  defendant  employed  a 
force  of  sand-shovelers  to  prevent  this  road  from  being  ob* 
structed  by  sand-drifts,  for  which  it  paid  $11,205.93 ;  and  in 
the  year  1887,  for  the  same  service,  $15,565.25.  Between 
Portland  and  Dalles  city,  a  distjince  of  eighty-eight  miles, 
the  defendant's  railroad  runs  for  most  of  the  distance  along 
the  Columbia  river,  and  the  defendant  owns  and  runs  a  daily 
line  of  steamers  between  said  cities,  carrying  both  way  and 
through  freights  and  passengers.  The  amount  of  wheat  ship- 
ped over  this  road  from  stations  between  Wallula  Junction 
and  Dalles  city,  including  Wallula  Junction,  during  the  fall 
of  1886  and  the  winter  of  1886-^87  was  8,340  tons.  The  time 
of  this  shipment  extends  from  September  to  March,  inclu- 
sive, a  period  during  which  the  great  bulk  of  wheat  shipments 
are  made,  thouji^h  occasionally  small  shipments  are  made  in 
April,  May,  and  June,  and  the  wheat  shipped  is  the  product 
of  both  sides  of  the  Columbia  river.  There  has  been  a 
steady  and  large  increase  in  shipments  of  wheat  over  de- 
fondant's  road  every  year  during  the  last  four  or  five  years. 
Since  tlie  defendant  began  the  operation  of  this  road  through 
from  Portland  to  W\alla  Walla  it  has  reduced  freights  on 
wheat  shipments  between  these  points  from  $12.00  per  ton  to 
:^(>.00  p(T  ton,  and  this  v.ithout  any  competition  which  forced 
it.  Tlio  bulk  of  defendant's  traffic  is  received  from  the  Nor- 
tliern  Pacific  at  Wallula  Junction,  from  the  Mountain  Divi- 
sion of  (lofcMidant's  road  at  Umatilla  Junction  and  from  the 
(^astern  (»xt(»nsion  of  defendant's  road  from  Snake  river,  Walla 
Walla  being  an  intermediate  point  on  the  last-named  road 
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between  its  eastern  terminus  and  Portland,  and  this  freight 
is  transported  to  Portland.  The  greater  portion  of  this  busi- 
ness passes  over  this  line  or  a  portion  of  this  line  between 
Walla  VV  alia  and  Portland.  The  freight  received  from  Walla 
Walla,  although  that  amounts  to  about  15,000  tons  of  wheat 
annually,  is  small  compared  with  its  receipts  from  the  other 
lines  named,  its  entire  receipts  of  wheat  for  the  year  1886-'7, 
being  about  121,000  tons.  The  wheat  industry  of  Oregon 
and  Washington  Territory  on  the  valley  of  the  Columbia 
river  is  very  Lirge  and  is  rapidly  growing  from  year  to  year, 
the  crop  of  the  year  1887  being  estimated  to  be  about  one- 
third  larger  than  that  of  the  year  1880.  There  has  been  a 
great  decline  in  the  price  of  wheat  on  the  Pacific  coast 
steadily  every  year  during  the  last  live  or  six  years.  The 
average  price  of  wheat  now  in  the  Portland  market  is  about 
$1.05  per  hundred  pounds.  By  the  course  of  trade  wheat 
shipped  from  Walla  Walla  to  Portland  is  exported  to  Liver- 
pool and  other  European  markets.  The  country  is  sparsely 
settled  from  Portland  to  Walla  Walla  and  vicinity.  Since 
April  1st,  1887,  the  defendant  has  made  general  and  very 
large  reductions  in  its  freight  rates  on  nearly  all  commodities 
transported  over  its  line  between  Portland  and  Walla  Walla. 
During  the  month  of  July,  1887,  defendant  made  and  put 
in  effect  a  rate  on  wheat  from  Walla  Walla  to  Portland  of 
$5.00  per  ton,  or  twenty-five  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 
Pendleton  is  231  miles  from  Portland,  Centerville  248  miles, 
Blue  Mountain  265  miles,  and  at  each  of  these  points  de- 
fendant has  been  maintaining  a  rate  of  six  dollars  per  ton 
on  wheat  shipped  to  Portland,  the  same  as  to  Walla  Walla, 
and  they  appear  to  have  been  j^rouped  together  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  rate.  The  constrncti(^n  of  defendant's  roads 
has  been  at  its  own  expense,  and  without  any  aid — Federal, 
State,  or  municipal — either  in  their  building  or  equipment, 
and  in  a  new  and  sparsely-settled  country.  For  the  year 
ending  June  30th,  1880,  the  defendant  paid  as  rental  to  the 
Northern  Pacific  Terminal  Company  for  terminal  facilities  an 
expense  of  $171,452.30  and  for  the  yoar  ending  June  30th, 
1887,  $i'i4,2()().20.  There  is  no  competition  between  de- 
fendant and  any  other  road  or  water  line  in  the  section  of 
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country  through  which  its  lines  are  operated.  We  find  that 
the  net  earnings  of  the  Kailroad  Division  of  the  Oregon  Rail-  ' 
way  and  Navigation  Company,  576  miles,  and  exclusive  of 
tlie  Columbia  tV:  Pidouse  Division,  for  the  year  ending  June 
30th,  188(),  was  §2,008,488.69,  or  52.70  per  cent,  of  its  gross 
earnings,  and  that  its  operating  expenses  per  mile  were 
§3,223.98. 

Upon  the  point  of  the  expense  of  operation,  as  well  as 
of  earnings,  as  urged  by  petitioners,  we  have  compared  the 
earnings  and  expenses  of  operation  of  this  company  on  that 
division  and  during  that  period  with  other  railroads  more 
nearly  similarly  situated  than  any  other  in  the  United  States, 
as  contended  by  petitioners,  and  which  are  also  more  or  less 
wheat-carrying  roads,  and  from  such  examination  and  com- 
parison we  find  that  while  the  average  percentage  of  expense 
of  operation  was  not  greater  on  the  Eailroad  Division  of  the 
Oregon  Railway  and  Navigation  Company  than  on  them  and 
its  percentage  of  net  earnings  was  considerably  larger  than 
either  of  them,  yet  its  wheat  rates  were  very  much  higher 
than  any  of  them.  The  railroads  taken  for  this  comparison 
liave  been  the  Missouri  Pacific  railway,  the  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee and  St.  Paul  railway,  the  Burlington,  Cedar  Rapids, 
and  Northern  railway,  the  Chicago  and  Northwestern  rail- 
way, the  Chir-ago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  railway, 
the  CtMitral  Iowa  railway,  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa 
Fe  railroad,  and  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad  Company. 

For  the  voar  on(linj:j  December  31st,  1886,  the  net  earaings 
of  the  Missouri  Pacific  railway  were  40.98  per  cent,  of  its 
gross  earnings,  and  its  total  expenses  per  mile  were  $4,778.57, 
its  gross  earnings  being  ?.8,095.84  per  mile. 

For  the  year  ending  December  31st,  1886,  the  net  earnings 
of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  'and  St.  Paul  railway  were  41.09 
per  cent,  of  its  gross  earnings,  and  its  total  expenses  per 
mile  were  §2,925.51,  its  gross  earnings  being  $4,966.53. 

For  the  year  ending  December  31st,  1886,  the  net  earnings 
of  the  Burlington,  Cedar  Rapids  and  Northern  railway  were 
27.30  per  cent,  of  its  gross  earnings,  and  its  total  expenses 
per  mile  were  §2,052.36,  its  gross  earnings  per  mile  being 
$2,823.20. 
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For  the  year  ending  May  31st,  1886,  the  net  earn- 
ings of  the  Chicago  and  Northwestern  railway  were  42.93 
])er  cent,  of  its  gross  earnings,  and  its  total  expenses  per 
mile  were  $3,561.46,  its  gross  earnings  per  mile  being  $6,- 
239.22. 

For  the  year  ending  December  31st,  1886,  the  net  earnings 
of  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minueaj)olis  and  Omaha  railway 
were  37.45  per  cent,  of  its  gross  earnings,  and  its  total  ex- 
penses were  $2,841.77  per  mile,  its  gross  earnings  per  mile 
being  $4,591.27. 

For  eleven  months  ending  December  31st,  1886,  the 
net  earnings  of  the  Central  Iowa  Railway  were  10.42  per 
cent,  of  its  gross  earnings,  and  its  total  expenses  per 
mile  were  $2,062.60,  its  gross  earnings  being  $2,302.65  per 
mile. 

For  the  year  ending  December  31st,  1886,  the  net  earn- 
ings of  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Eailroad  were 
49.19  per  cent,  of  its  gross  earnings,  and  its  total  expens- 
es per  mile  were  $3,355.51  ;  its  gross  earnings,  $6,604.57  per 
mile. 

For  the  year  ending  June  30th,  1886,  the  net  earn- 
ings of  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad  Company  were  31.39 
percent,  of  its  gross  earnings,  and  its  total  expenses 
per  mile  were  $3,841.13,  its  gross  earnings  per  mile  being 
$5,598.63. 

This  list  of  railroads,  except  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad 
Company,  was  named  and  selected  by  the  petiti(mers.  We 
included  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad  because  it  is  con- 
structed and  operated  much  of  its  way  through  a  mountainous 
country,  away  from  populous  citi(^s,  and  its  through  freights 
are  large  in  proportion  to  its  local  frci^^hts. 

For  the  year  ending  June  30  1886,  the  gross  earnings  per 
mile  of  the  Railroad  Division  of  the  Or<;gon  Railway  and 
Navigation  Company  (576  miles)  were  $6,815.11,  and  the 
operating  cxi)cnses  per  mile  during  the  same  period  were 
$3,223.98. 

The  wheat  rates  charged  on  these  respective  railroads  we 
find  to  be  as  follows : 
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Mittsoiri  Pacitic. 


Car.loa4 
Distance    ratets— cw 
mlltM.        per  100 
pounOs. 

858      sao 

SW) 

80 

S18 

80 

« 

S46 

11.6 

846 

15 

S«l» 

18 

8M 

80 

;^0 

27 

815 

80 

241 

80 

3^7 

18 

819 

18.6 

800  A  800 

17 

fM 

80 

Marion,  Kan. Atclii80u«  Kan....^ 

Leonora,  Kan. AU:iiuK>u,  Kan. . .  •• 

Cblcago,  Milwaukee  & 
iM.  Paul  liuilway New  Hall,  la. Chicago,  111 

Burlingtuu,  Cedar  Kap- 
idb  &  Noriheru  Kail- 
way Glennvllle,  la. Burlinglon,  la...... 

Chicago  &  NorlhwetJU    Warreurt,  Wit*. Chicago,  111 

eru  Kailway Luzerne,  J  a. Chicago,  111 

Le  Mai-s,  Iowa. St.  Paul,  Minn. 

Chicago,  St.  l*aul,  Min-    Sioux  City,  lowa.....»t.  Paul,  Minn 

ueapulis  aua  Omaha    Pipedtoue,  Iowa. SU  Paul,  Minn.... „ 

Kailway SiOux  l«all8,  la. St.  Paul,  Minn. 

Ceutna  uf  Iowa. MarBhalltowu,  la... .  .Chicago,  111 

AU-hibou,  Topeita  and 
feauta  Fe  Kad way? Kaymoud,  Kan Ah'.hition,  Kan.. .... 

Ceultal   Vermoni  Kail-    Oa  poiuib  lix>m  Boa- 
way too. 

Oregon  Kailw.ty  »N:  Nav- 
igaiiou  coiiii^iiiiy Walla  Walla. Portland. 

We  do  not  lind  the  expenses  of  operation  of  the  defendant's 
railroad  lines  to  be  exceptionally  high  in  proportion  to  its 
earnings.  We  tind  that  the  wheat  shipments  amount  in  a 
general  way  to  nearly  oue-lifth  of  the  entire  freight-carrying 
traffic  oi*  tlici  detendant  between  points  on  its  Bailroad  Divi- 
sion (exclusive  of  the  Colnrabia  and  Palouse  Division)  and 
Portland,  and  we  are  satisfied  that  this  is  a  much  larger 
)ierconta^(^  of  wheat,  when  compared  with  its  other  local 
f Heights  on  tins  division,  than  is  carried  by  either  of  the 
otlior  railroids  above  named  in  proportion  to  their  other 
local  fni.j:rlits.  Wo  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  estimated 
wli(»at  cro])  alonp;  the  defendant's  Railroad  Division  is  about 
on(^-tliird  LTcatcr  the  present  year  than  ever  before.  We 
s])(»ak  of  tlio  d(^fondant's  "  Railroad  Division"  because  it  also 
owns  a  River  Division  operated  by  steamboats  on  the  Colum- 
bia River,  and  an  Ocean  Division  operated  by  steamships  on 
the  Pacific^  Ocean,  besides  other  properties.  We  also  find 
that  tlio  <le!*(^ndant  transports  wheat  in  sacks  from  Walla 
Walla  to  Portland,  and  that  this  is  a  more  expensive  mode 
to  tli(^  carrier  of  transporting  wheat  than  in  car-load  quan- 
tities of  solid  wheat  received  from  and  delivered  to  elevators 
located  aloni^  railroad  lines. 

Havintr  considered  the  evidence  and  arguments  of  counsel 
and  parties,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rate  of  thirty  cents 
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por  liundreil  pouncls  charged  each  of  the  petitions  was  too 
high.  We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  a  rate  of  twenty-three 
and  one-half  cents  pea-  hundred  pounds  from  Walla  "WuUa 
to  Portland,  under  all  the  circumstances,  would  be  reasonable. 
Further  than  this  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  wheat 
rate  should  now  be  reduced. 

A  variety  of  considerations  of  a  very  practical  nature  must 
always  enter  into  t!ie  making  of  freight  rates  by  a  railroad 
company,  and  these  also  go  very  far  in  every  instance  to  de- 
termine the  (piestion  of  whether  such  rates  are  reasonable  or 
unreasonable.     It  would  be  very  dangerous  to  the  success- 
ful existence  of  such   com])anies  for  them  to  make  or  be  re- 
quired to  make  freight  rates  ujion  mc^e  theories  or  conject- 
lu-es.     They  have   to  deal  witli  business  as  thev  find  it.     It 
is   evident  in  this  instance,  from    thci  very  sparselj'-settled 
country  through  which  its  railroad  lines  are  operated,  that, 
outside  of  the  through  business  which  is  furnished  to  the  de- 
fendant at  AVallula  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  and  by  the 
Oregon  Short  Line  at  Umatilla,  one  of  tlu^  chief  articles  of 
freight  upon  which  it  must  dej)end  is  the  transportation  of 
wheat  to  Portland.     There  is  tliis  difi'erc^nce  between  the  busi- 
ness of  the  defendant  and  each  of  the  other  roads  with  which 
it  has  becai  compared  as  to  the  transportation  of  wheat,  and 
it  is  a  very  great  differences     Passing  through  more  popu- 
lous  communities,  in  addition  to  the  tlirough  freights  fur- 
nished bv  their  connections  thev  have   a  greater  varietv  of 
local  and  way  freights,  and  are  not  compelled  to  depend,  as 
is  the  defendant,  so  largely  upon  what  they  receive  for  the 
transportation  of  any  one  local  commodity,  such  as  wheat. 
Thev  therefore  derive  revenue  from  th(sse  other  sources  of 
local  and  way  freights  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  the  de- 
fendant, and  can  with  confidence  rely  upon  them,  and  for 
this  reason  alone  can  safely  make  tln'ir  rates  less  on  wheat 
than    the    defendant.      Besides,  the  wheat   hauled   by   the 
defendant  is  transported  in  sacks,  which  is  a  more  expensive 
mode  of   shipping   and  delivering  wheat  than  that  usuaUy 
ado]^ted  by  the  other  roads  with  which  it  has  been  compared, 
wliicli  is  in  car-loads  of  solid  wheat  received  from  and  deliv- 
ered to  elevators  along  their  lines. 
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A  Yorv  large  proportion  of  the  business  of  the  defendant 
is  derived  from  through  freights,  and  cannot  at  present  be 
otherwise  than  received  from  through  freights.  The  volume 
of  through  freights  fluctuates  very  greatly,  in  some  seasons 
being  more  and  in  others  less,  and  is  frequently  influenced 
by  causes  beyond  the  control  of  a  remote  carrier  like  the 
defendant.  These  fluctuations  are  occasionally  hazardous 
to  tlie  business  of  such  a  carrier.  The  expense  of  frequently 
hauling  empty  cars  to  reach  this  wheat  before  it  can  be  re- 
ceivod  for  carriage  back  to  Portland  is  a  circumstance  that 
cannot  bo  overlooked  in  an  inquiry  of  this  description,  where 
the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  charged  upon  it  is  the  only 
question  involved.  The  bare  statement  of  these  ^^ombined 
considerations,  without  amplifjdng  them  at  length,  as  we 
(!ould  do,  l)y  abundant  statistics  and  obvious  reasoning, 
shows  them  to  be  vital  and  of  very  controlling  weight, 
and  that  they  cannot  be  ignored  in  a  proceeding  of  this 
character. 

The  defendant's  railroad  lines  are  phenomenally  well  sit- 
uated in  their  relation  to  other  transportation  facilities  and 
a  large  field  ol'  ;j;rowing  commerce  and  agriculture ;  and  the 
consid'^ration  of  their  alleged  large  earnings  has  been  urged 
upon  us  as  a  circumstance  to  show  that  it  ought  to  reduce 
its  rates  u])on  wheat  very  greatly  from  Walla  Walla  to  Port- 
land. It  is  plain  to  be  s(H'n  that  the  revenue  derived  by  the 
(It^fciubuit  from  tliis  valuable  property  is  very  remunerative, 
but  as  to  its  amount  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  and  leaVes 
the  actual  result  in  inextricable  doubt  at  this  time.  Upon 
tlie  theory  of  petitioners  it  would  be  between  ten  and 
oh'ven  ])er  cent,  net  per  annum  ;  upon  the  theory  of  defend- 
ant, and  taking  into  the  estimate  the  several  judgments 
rendered  against  it  for  $210,000.00  by  the  Federal  Court  in 
(Oregon,  and  now  pending  <m  appeal  in  the  Supremo  Court 
of  the  United  States,  it  would  be  about  six  per  cent,  per 
annum.  We  have  considered  this,  but  it  does  not  change 
the  conclusion  we  have  reached  and  which  has  been  already 
stated. 

A  certified  copy  of  a  recommendation  made  on  the  2d  day 
of  June,  1887,  by  the  honorable  Board  of  Bailroad  CommiB- 
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sioners  of  the  State  of  Oregon  to  the  Oregon  Railway  and 
Navigation  Company  recommending,  amongst  other  things, 
to  reduce  its  rates  on  wheat  to  twenty  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  in  car-load  lots  from  certain  points  east  in  that  State 
to  Portland  has  been  introduced  in  evidence  by  petitioners, 
and  is  relied  on  by  them  as  sustaining  their  views  of  this  case. 
Among  the  points  thus  named  are  Centre ville,  Blue  Moun- 
tain, and  Pendleton.  A  recommendation  oi*  that  honorable 
Board  as  evidenee  opon  any  matter  to  which  it  relates  re- 
ceives, as  it  deserves  to  receive,  at  our  hands  a  very  high  and 
respectful  consideration,  but  we  do  not  know  the  evidence 
upon  which  that  recommendation  was  made,  and  if  wo  did 
we  would  still  be  constrained  to  be  governed  by  the  evidence 
that  is  before  us  in  this  proceeding,  which  involves  interstate 
commerce,  and  is  within  a  peculiar  jurisdiction,  which  is  de- 
volved upon  us  by  the  statute. 

Sliortl}'  after  these  petitions  were  filed  the  defendant,  as  it 
had  a  right  to  do  under  the  statute,  reduced  its  rate  on  wheat 
from  Walla  Walla  to  Portland  from  $6  per  ton  to  $5  per  ton, 
or  twenty-five  cents  per  hundredweight. 

Since  the  first  of  April,  1887,  the  defendant  has  reduced 

its  rates  as  follows  :  Cts.  per 

100  lbs. 
Dry  goods,  boots  and  Hhoos 33 

Sugar,  in  less  than  ear-loads 15 

Coffoo 15 

Bacon,  in  loss  than  car-loads 37 

Bacon,  in  car-loads 15 

Nails,  In  car-loads  and  loss  than  car-loads 15 

Hardware 18 

Agricultural  Implemonts,  in  loss  than  car-loads 33 

Linio,  in  car-loads 38 

Soap 15 

Starch,  less  than  car-loads 43 

Starch,  in  car-loads 58 

Barbed  wire 15 

Coal  oil,  less  than  car-loads 33 

Dried  fruit /. 43 

These  are  lar^(^  and  f^c^neral  r<Mluctions  on   a  fine  line  of 
freights,  and  th(\v  ar«^  fairly  eiHitl(Ml  to  bo  taken  into  consid- 
eration in  a  pr()(M»(»diti^  of  Uns  nature.    Rates  are,  and  should 
'  be,  to  a  considorabh)  extent,  bo  related  to  each  other  in  the 
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manner  in  which  they  are  laid  for  the  revenue  of  a  railroad 
that  the  instances  are  very  frequent  in  which  a  change  of  tho 
freight  upon  one  important  article  of  commerce  involves  a 
consideration  of  the  relative  rates  on  other  articles.  This 
case  is  one  of  that  description.  A  reduction  of  rates,  such 
as  is  claimed  by  petitioners,  to  fifteen  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  or  three  dollars  per  ton,  on  wheat  shipments  from 
Walla  Walla  to  Portland  is  one  that  would  be  entirely  too 
great  under  the  circumstances  by  which  the  defendant  is 
surrounded  at  this  time. 

The  order,  therefore,  is  that  on  and  after  the  15th  day  of 
December,  1887,  the  defendant  must  cease  to  charge  more 
than  twenty-three  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  or 
four  dollars  and  seventy  cents  per  ton,  on  wheat  transported 
by  it  over  its  railroad  lines  from  Walla  WaUa,  in  Washington 
Territory,  to  Portland,  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  during  the 
present  grain  season. 

The  order  is  also  made  in  this  form  as  to  the  present 
grain  season  upon  the  statement  in  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant that  further  reductions  on  wheat  rates  are  intended 
to  be  made  by  defendant  as  soon  as  this  can  be  done  and 
upon  the  general  course  of  dealing  of  defendant,  as  shown  in 
the  proofs,  that  the  rate  for  the  next  season  on  wheat  will 
doubtless  be  further  modified. 


WILLIAM    H.    COUNCILL    v.   THE    WESTERN  AND 
ATLANTIC    RAILROAD   COMPANY. 

Tried  July  23.--Doclded  December  8,  1887. 

Tho  Commission  will  not  go  into  the  question  of  money  damages  when  the 
claim  presented  is  in  its  nature  an  action  of  trespass,  for  the  reason  Qiat 
defendant  is  constitutionally  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  in  such  a  cae'o. 

Tho  Commission  is  not  authorized  to  award  the  counsel  and  attorney's  fee(^ 
which  may  bo  given  by  a  court  under  the  8th  Section  of  the  Act. 

Colored  people  may  properly  be  assigned  separate  cars  on  equal  terms. 
Su(^h  a  separation  of  tho  races  does  not  create  undue  prejudice  or  unjust 

preference. 

Complainant,  a  colored  man,  paid  the  same  fare  as  other  flist-olass  passen- 
gers, and  it  was  only  fair  dealing  and  common  honesty  that  he  should 
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have  the  security  and  convenience  of  travel  for  which  his  money  had 
been  tal^en. 
Colored  people  who  buy  first-class  tickets,  must  be  fuinished  with  accom- 
modations equally  safe  and  comfortable  with  other  tirst-class  passen- 
gers. The  Commission  finds  that  the  car  furnislied  complainant  was 
only  second-class  in  comforts  for  travel,  and  that  he  was  thereby  sub- 
jected to  undue  prejudice  and  unreasonable  disadvantage,  in  violation 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

John  R,  Brandon  and  Oscar  It  Ilandley,  for  comi^lainant. 
Julius  L,  Brown,  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Morrison,  Covimissioner : 

The'  complaint  of  Wm.  H.  Councill  against  the  Western 
and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company  states  that  he  is  a  minister 
of  the  Gospel  of  tlie  African  Methodist  Church,  a  school 
teacher,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  a  resident  of  Hunts- 
ville,  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  where  he  is  principal  of  the 
State  Colored  Normal  and  Industrial  School ;  and  that  said 
railroad  company  is  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  and 
property  from  Chattanooga,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  to 
Atlanta,  in  the  State  of  Georgia  ;  that,  having  occasion  to 
visit  some  of  the  States  east  of  Alabama  in  the  interest  of 
said  school,  he  had,  on  April  7,  1887,  proceeded  as  far  as 
Chattanooga,  where  he  purchased  of  said  railroad  company 
a  first-class  ti(;ket  over  its  road  from  Chattanooga  to  Atlanta, 
and  shortly  before  the  train  started,  entered  a  car  and  seated 
Idmself  without  direction  from  any  one  as  to  the  car  he 
should  take  or  seat  he  should  occupy.  Soon  after  he  wont 
aboard  and  the  train  had  started,  and  before  his  ticket  had 
been  asked  for,  he  was  told  by  a  man  to  go  into  another  car. 
The  person  making  this  request  did  not  announce  his  official 
character,  and  the  same  being  unknown  to  complainant  the 
request  was  not  heeded.  And  complainant  avers  that,  whether 
or  not  such  person  was  an  officer,  agcmt,  or  employee  of  said 
company,  he  had  no  right  or  authority  to  require  complain- 
ant to  change  his  seat. 

The  complainant  was  soon  again  told  to  go  into  another 
car,  this  time  by  a  brakeman  or  person  in  railroad  garb,  to 
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'whom  complainant  answered  that  when  the  conductor  came 
for  his  ticket  he,  complainant,  would  go  into  another  car  if 
the  conductor  so  directed.  Soon  after  the  second  direction 
to  go  into  unotiier  car,  the  brakeman  or  employee  by  whom 
it  was  given,  returned  with  two.  other  persons,  one  carrying 
a  railroad  lantern,  who  again  told  complainant  to  go  into 
another  cur,  to  which  he  responded  as  before,  that  he  would 
go  if  told  to  do  so  by  the  conductor.  The  person  holding 
the  lantern,  without  provocation,  struck  the  complainant  with 
it  several  blows,  cut  and  bruised  his  face,  and  the  three  to- 
g('tht!r  forcibly  ejected  him  from  the  car  and  compelled  him 
to  go  into  and  occupy  another  car,  in  which  he  rode  until  the 
train  reached  Daltou,  Georgia,  at  which  jjlace^in  consequence 
of  the  injuries  and  biiiides  inflicted  on  him,  he  left  the  train. 
His  ticket  over  the  road  to  Atlanta  had  been  surrendered. 
These  injuries  and  wrongs  were  done  to  complainant  in  the 
presence  of  the  passengers  seated  in  the  car  which  he  was 
compelled  to  vacate,  and  none  of  said  passengers  were  told 
to  change  their  seats  nor  were  they  otherwise  molested ;  that 
tli(^  conductor  witnessed  the  violence  and  had  information 
that  it  was  int(>nded  and  made  no  effort  to  prevent  it,  and 
when  r(Hiuested  by  complainant  to  protect  him  and  see  that  • 
his  ri<;hts  ns  a  passenger  on  said  train  was  respected,  his 
reasonable  request  was  answered  by  the  conductor  with 
harsh  and  abusive  language. 

That  dt^fendant  did,  on  April  7th,  1887,  in  respect  of  the 
matter  stated  by  complainant,  subject  him  to  unreasonable 
yirejudice  and  disadvantage  in  violation  of  the  Act  to  regu* 
late  (commerce,  and  especially  of  the  third  section  of  said  Act; 
that,  being  a  colored  man,  he  was  in  consequence  thereof  not 
allowed  a  seat  in  said  car,  while  white  passengers  who  had 
purchased  ti'/kots  at  tlie  same  price  paid  by  complainant  were 
aIlow(Hl  to  ride  in  said  car,  and  that,  because  of  his  color,  he 
was  unreasonably  discriminated  against  and  subjected  to  tin* 
roasonabl(>  ])rejudi(*e  and  disadvantage;  that  by  reason  of  the 
])ul)li(*.  manner  of  the  assault,  ejectment  from  the  oar,  brtdses 
re(*eived,  ])ain  endured,  mental  anxiety,  and  humiliation,  de« 
lay  in  making  his  journey,  and  the  unjust  disoriminaiioQ 
against  him  he  had  been  damaged  in  the  sum  of  1^6,400, 
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which  he  asks  may  bo  awarded  to  him,  together  with  $1,500 
for  the  reasonable  pay  of  counsel  he  has  been  compelled  to 
employ. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  railroad  company  admits,  or 
does  not  contest,  the  occupation,  citizenship,  and  residence 
of  the  complainant  as  stated  in  his  complaint.  It  admits 
that  defendant  is  a  common  carrier  of  passengers,  that  com- 
plainant is  a  colored  man  and  purchased  a  ticket  over  its 
road  as  stated  by  him,  and  does  not  contest  his  statement 
that  he  on  April  7th,  1887,  entered  the  car  and  seated  him- 
self without  direction  from  any  one  as  to  the  car  he  might 
take  or  the  seat  he  might  occupy.  Defendant  admits  that 
complainant  was  twice  told  by  employees,  its  agents,  or,  as 
it  claims,  was  politely  requested,  once  by  the  conductor  and 
once  by  the  brakeman,  to  go  into  another  car,  and  that  com- 
plainant was  removed  ficm  the  car  to  another  by  violence, 
but,  as  it  alleges,  not  by  its  agents.  It  admits  that  the  vio- 
lence was  used  in  the  presence  of  the  passengers  in  the  ladies' 
car,  and  that  no  demand  was  made  upon  any  other  of  the 
I)a8sengers  to  vacate  their  seats,  but  it  alleges  that  no  others 
were  there  in  violation  of  the  rules.  It  admits  that  comi)lain- 
ant  left  the  train  at  Dalton,  Ga.,  as  it  avers,  for  no  other  rea- 
son than  that  he  chose  to  do  so. 

It  admits  "  its  obligation  to  furnish  to  all  passengers  who 
pay  the  same  fare  equal  or  like  accommodati(ms,  and  that  it 
has  no  right  to  discriminate  between  classrs  on  account  of 
color,  sex,  or  otherwise,  by  offering  one  better  accommoda- 
tions and  another  inferior    accommodations   for   the   fesame 

money. 

Further  answering,  the  defendant  railroad  company  avers 
that  it  has  the  right  to  promote  good  goveninient  of  its  trains 
and  the  convenience  and  comfort  of  passengers  by  chissify- 
ing  and  requiring  those  of  one  color  or  sex  to  ride  in  one  car 
and  those  of  another  in  a  diff(;rent  car,  and  to  avoid  confu- 
sion and  troubk^  which  might  result  from  "  crowding  persons 
of  the  two  races  tof|;ether  in  the  samci  car,"  it  had  established 
a  permanent  rule  or  regulation  of  the  company.  By  this  rule 
a  car  was  and  is  set  apart,  called  the  la(li<\s'  car,  which  no 
one  but  a  lady,  or  a  gentleman  accompanied  by  a  lady,  or  a 
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;  lady  and  children  can  enter  and  occupy  until  these  are  seated. 
If  there  are  vacant  seats  after  the  persons  entitled  to  occ.upy 
the  car  are  seated  white  male  persons  can  occupy  them 
until  required  for  ladies  who  may  come  on  the  car.  Another 
car  is  provided  for  colored  people  which  white  persons  are 
not  permitted  to  occupy  without  consent  of  the  colored  pas-^ 
sengers.  It  is  part  of  this  rule  that  colored  persons  going 
into  the  ladies'  car  shall  be  notified  by  the  conductor  or 
brakcmiui  to  go  into  the  car  provided  for  them. 

Defi'iidiuit  denies  that  complainant  had  a  right  to  occupy 
a  seat  in  the  ladit^s'  car  and  avers  that  he  was  aware  of  de- 
fendant's rule,  and  that  he  had  taken  and  was  occupying  a 
seat  ill  violation  thereof ;  that  he  was  notified  that  a  car  on 
the  train  had  l)een  set  apart  for  colored  persons,  which  he 
was  requested  to  occupy  and  which  he  refused  to  occupy,  in- 
sisting that,  having  paid  full  fare,  he  was  entitled  to  ride 
where  lie  was  seated.  Defendant  further  avers  that  it  was  . 
the  duty  of  its  cr^nductor  to  have  removed  complainant  ,to 
the  car  provided  for  colored  persons,  using  as  little  violence 
as  possible,  but  that  the  passengers,  offended  by  his  presence 
in  the  ladies'  ear  and  by  his  refusal  on  request  to  leave  it, 
took  tli(3  matter  in  hand,  used  violence,  and  ejected  complain- 
ant from  the  car,  and  that  no  conductor,  brakeman,  or  other 
of  its  officers  or  employees,  or  any  one  haying  any  control 
over  the  train  took  any  part  in  the  chastisement  that  was  ad- 
ministered to  tlie.  complainant;  "that,  on  the  contrary,  they 
were  not  aware  of  any  intention  to  inflict  the  punishment 
and  did  not  in  any  manner  countenance  or  justify  the  vio- 
lence to  wiiich  complainant  was  subjected.*' 

Defendant,  fuither  answering,  says  that  the  car  provided 
for  the  i.icc(jmm()datioii  of  colored  persons  on  said  train  was 
first  class,  and  denies  that  it  subjected  complainant  or  per- 
mitted him  to  be  subjected,  as  far  as  it  was  able  to  prevenj; 
it,  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage 
because  of  his  bting  a  colored  ])erson  or  for  any  reason  what- 

sover,  and  ch'l'endant  insists  that  whatever  injury,  prejudice, 
or  disadvantaiL^e  complainant  suffered  it  was  the  result  of  his 
own  c()nduct  and  not  the  fault  of  defendant. 

On  investigation  the  following  facts  are  found  from  the 
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depositions  aud  oral  testimony  of  witnesses,  which  are,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  facts  found  in  the  statements  of  the  comphiint 
;  not  denied  in  the  answer : 

1.  itegulations  setting  apart  cars  for  separate  use  of  white 
and  colored  pet-sons  had  been  established  for  said  raih'oad 
company  substantially  as  stated  in  its  answer.  Similar  regu- 
lations are  customary  on  the  railroads  of  Georgia,  Tennessee, 
and  neighboring  States.  On  defendant's  road  these  regula- 
tions are  not  well  defined  and  are  suldom  enforced,  except  as 
to  colore* I  persons. 

2.  The  passenger  cars  in  the  train  were  the  colored  peo- 
ple's car,  lirst  after  the  baggage  car ;  next,  the  ladies'  car, 
from  which  the  complainant  was  ejected,  and  last  the  sleeping 
car.  The  ladies'  and  colored  people's  cars  were  of  the  same 
pattern  and  of  like  substantial  build.  The  one  designated 
the  colored  people's  car  was  divided  by  a  partition  into  two 
nearly  (^c^ual  apartments,  with  a  door  between  them  opening 
either  way  by  slight  pressure  and  without  a  fastening  when 
closed.  The  rear  half  end  or  apartment  was  the  smoking- 
car  for  wliite  aud  colored  men   by  the  rules,  Imt  for  white 

.men  in  practice.  The  front  half  end  or  apartment,  in  which 
smokinc^  was  frequent,  was  the  colored  car  for  both  sexes.  It 
was  badly  lighted  by  a  single  burner,  and  continued,  for  the 
use  of  th(^  passengers  of  both  divisions,  the  one  n<'cessity  of 
railroad  travel  which  adds  to  the  convenience  without  con- 
tributinur  to  the  cleanliness  of  the  car. 

3.  If  the  officers,  agents,  and  emploveos  of  the  r«Milroad 
company  in  (control  of  the  train  did  not  ])lan  and  partieipute 
in  th(>  assault  on  complainant  and  in  his  removal  from  the 
car,  th(^v  omitted  to  discoura<^e  or  disccmntenance  it.  At  least 
two  of  them — thebrakeman  and  bagn;afTn-iii aster — were  pres- 
ent in  ih'^  car,  and  mnde  no  effort  to  protect  complainant  from 
the  violence  done  him. 

Th(>  c(;mplainant  alleges  that  he  has  been  subjected  to  un- 
reasoiiable  pr<  judi(H^  and  unjust  discriiuination,  and  claims 
large*  niouev  damages  for  injuries  done  him  and  for  reason- 
sihlo  fi'v  s  of  attorneys  he  has  been  compelhul  to  em])loy. 
IJnd(4-  th(*  s(»venth  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  the  defendant,  in  any  case  at  common  law,  is 


WM.  U.  COUNCILL  Y.  THE  WESTERN  &  ATLANTIC  R,  B.  CO.     345 

entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury.  This  claim  is,  in  its  nature,  an 
action  of  trespass,  and  tlierefore  presents  such  a  case ;  and 
when,  on  the  hearin*^,  the  complainant  offered  evidence  of 
pecuniary  damages  as  a  basis  lor  an  award,  the  Commission, 
because  it  could  not  give  such  a  trial,  declined  to  go  into  that 
question.  The  complainant  is,  therefore,  left  to  his  appro- 
priate ri^medy  in  the  courts  for  the  alleged  trespass  and 
assault  u2>on  him.  In  such  a  proceeding  the  defendant  may 
be  held  liable  lor  counsel  or  attorneys'  fees,  "  to  be  fixed 
by  the  court,"  as  provided  in  section  8  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
comnuTco,  and  which  this  Commission  is  not  authorized  to 
award.  The  claim  for  damages  and  attorneys'  fees  being  thus 
disi)uHc?d  (;f,  it  remains  to  be  considered  whether  railroad 
conipaiiies  may  lawfully  separate  their  white  and  colored 
passeu{;crs  by  providing  cars  for  each,  and  if  the  car  for  col- 
ored peo})k)  on  th(j  defendant's  road  was  as  safe  and  comfort- 
able as  thi\i  provided  for  white  people. 

It  is  boUi  the  right  and  the  duty  of  railroad  companies  to 
make  such  rea^onabk*  regulations  as  will  secure  order  and 
promote  the  coinfort  of  their  passengers.  In  the  exercise  of 
this  rij^dit  and  the  performance  of  this  duty,  carriers  have  es- 
tablished vul(*s  providing  separate  cars  for  ladies,  and  for 
gentl(»inen  ac(()nij)anied  by  ladies,  and  their  right  to  make 
such  lulcs  as  to  s(  xes  is  nowhere  questioned.  A  man,  white 
or  colored,  excluded  from  th(}  ladies*  car  by  such  a  rule  could 
hardlv  claim  succ(»ssfully  under  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
mei((>  tli.it  he  had  been  subjected  to  unjust  discrimination 
and  uiimsoiiable  ])rejndic(;  or  disadvantage.  It  is  a  custom 
of  th^'  r.iilioad  c()ni|)ai)ies  in  the  States  where  the  defendant's 
road  is  lorat(Ml,  and  in  all  tlic^  States  where  the  colored  pop- 
ulation is  consiMcrabh^  to  provide  separate  cars  for  the  ex- 
clusiv.'  n  •*  of  colored  and  of  white  p<M)ple. 

In  P«'!:nsylvania,  wh(>re,  by  regulation,  separate  seats  were 
•>n)vid('<;,  a  colored  woman  refused  to  occupy  the  seat  as- 
nigm  d  in  licr;  sIh^  was  ]mt  off  the  train,  and  the  Supreme 
Couii  <;!'  the  St:ite  in  that  case  declared  the  separation  of 
whii<'  an* I  '-olored  ])asser.|^(^rs  in  a  public  conveyance  to  be  a 
siibj.rt  <»f  '' sonnd  n\L(ulation  to  s(»cin-e  order, promote  com- 
fort, pn  srrve  peace,  and  maintain  the  rights  of  both  car- 
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riers  and  passengers."  In  a  later  case  in  Illinois  the 
Supreme  Court  held  that  public  carriers  have  no  right  to 
discriminate  between  passengers  on  account  of  color  "until 
tiiey  do  furnish  separate  seats  equal  in  comfort  and  safety  to 
those  furnished  to  other  travelers,"  the  obvious  meaning  of 
which  is  that  to  furnish  separate  seats  equal  in  comfort  and 
safety  is  not  unjust  discrimination. 

These  interpretations  of  the  law  are  in  conformity  with 
the  decision  of  Justice  Woods,  late  of  the  XTiiltcnl  States 
Supreme  Court,  denying  to  the  children  of  colorcl  parents  in 
Louisiana,  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  the  right  to  "  attend 
the  same  public  schools  as  those  in  whit^h  wbite  children  are 
educated."  In  this  case  Justice  Woods  said  "  (^quality  of 
rights  does  not  necessarily  imply  identity  of  rights." 

The  people  of  the  United  States  by  the  votes  of  their 
representatives  in  Congress  support  the  public  schools  of  the 
country's  capital  city,  and  here  white  and  colored  cliildren 
are  educated  in  separate  schools.  Congress  votes  public 
mon(iys  to  separate  charities  ;  men,  black  and  white*,  pitch 
their  tents  at  the  base  of  Washington's  Monunnnit  to  com- 
pete in  tilt;  arts  of  war  in  separate  organizations.  Trades 
unions,  assemblies,  and  industrial  associations  maintain 
and  marcjli  in  s(iparate  organizations  of  white  and  colored 
persons. 

Public  sentiment,  wherever  the  colored  population  is  large, 
sanctions  and  rerpiires  this  separation  of  rat*(\s,  and  this  was 
recognized  by  counsel  representing  both  complainant  and 
defendant  at  the  hearing.  We  cannot,  therefore,  say  that 
there  is  .iny  undue  prejudice  or  unjust  preference  in  recog- 
nizing ;ind  acting  upon  this  general  sentiment,  provided  it 
is  done  on  fair  and  equal  terms.  This  separation  may  be 
cjirrifd  out  on  railroad  trains  without  disadvantage  to  either 
race  a.);!  with  increased  comfort  to  both. 

But  the  right  of  the  carric^r  to  assign  a  white  man  to  nnother 
car  tliin  the  ladies'  car,  or  a  colored  man  to  a  car  for  his  own 
race,  t  ik(^s  nothing  from  the  right  of  eitln^r  to  have  accom- 
niod.'i^i.Mis  substantially  equal  to  those  of  other  passengers 
j)ayii]g  tlie  same  fare.  The  complainant  had  paid  the  same 
fare  with  other  "  first-class  "  passengers.   It  was  no  more  than 
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fair  dealing  and  common  honesty  that  he  should  have  the 
security  and  conveniences  of.  travel  for  which  his  money  had 
been  accepted.  This  was  denied  to  him.  He  was  told  to 
go,  and  then  forcibly  removed  to  the  car  assigned  to  passen- 
gers of  his  race.  This  was  a  half  car,  half  lighted,  in  which 
men  and  women  were  huddled  together,  and  where  men, 
white  and  black,  smoked  at  pleasure.  The  defendant's  wit- 
ness, who  testified  that  he  struck  the  complainant  several 
blows  and  removed  him,  designated  the  car  into  which  he 
forced  complainant  a  "  second-class  "  car ;  and  such  it  was, 
being  dismal,  less  clean,  and  less  comfortable  than  the  car  in 
which  he  was  first  seated  and  not  permitted  to  ride. 

The  manner  of  his  removal  need  not  be  discussed  here, 
since  the  alleged  assault  and  trespass  is  not  to  be  here  con-- 
sidered. 

There  was  in  the  train  no  car  furnishing  the  accommoda- 
tions for  which  the  complainant  had  paid  and  was  entitled 
to  have,  oth(^r  than  the  one  from  which  he  was  removed  bo- 
cause  ho  was  a  colored  man.  In  denying  to  complainant 
equal  accommodations  furnished  the  other  passengers  paying 
the  same  faro  the  railroad  company  subjected  him  to  undue 
prcijudice  and  unreasonable  disadvantage,  in  violation  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  these  unlawful  acts  and  all 
unjust  discriminations  must  be  discontinued. 

The  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company  will  be  noti- 
fied to  cease  and  df^sist  from  subjecting  colored  persons  to 
undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage  in 
violation  of  section  3  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and 
from  furnishing  to  colored  persons  purchasing  first-class 
ti(rk(^ts  on  its  road  acconmiodations  which  are  not  equally 

safe  and  comfortable  with  those  furnished  other  first-class 
passengers. 


THOMAS    J.    EF.YNOLDS   v.    THE   WESTERN    NEW 
YORK  &  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILWAY   COMPANY. 

A  road  boinfj  in  tho  hainlfi  of  a  receiver,  a  complaint  was  instituted  against 
the  company  owning:  it.,  and  in  tho  complaint  the  rocoivorship  was  men- 
tioned, but  tlie  company  was  stated  as  having  como  Into  posfiossion  of 
tho  road,  and  ihc  nx-eivor  was  erroneously  called  tho  president  of  tho 
company.     Tho  iHiUtion  was  served  on  him,  and  an  answer  was  fllod  l^ 
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the  coirj[)aiiy.  Und(?r  the  circumstances  it  was  held  proper  to  allow  the 
petitioner  to  amend  his  complaint  so  as  to  show  the  existence  of  the 
receivership. 

T>  iiun  liiis  CLiije  w  a^.  calie  J  ior  Lejiring, 

Mi:  Gtanje  Zahr'i.^h'fe,,  for  defendaut,  raised  the  question 
whether  the  case  was  properly  brought. 

It  appeared  that  the  ilefendant  is  the  successor  by  reorga- 
nization of  the  Buffalo,  New  York  k  Philadelpliia  Eailroad 
Company.  The  propcuty  of  said  company  has  for  some  time 
been  in  the  hands  of  G.  Clinton  Gardner  as  receiver,  and 
when  the  re(n'guiiIi:;iiion  '.ook  place  tlie  receivershij)  was  con- 
tinued by  ord'v  r  of  tlie  court  until  January  1,  1888,  when  it 
will  coijic  to  an  cud.  ;ind  defendant  will  manager  said  prop- 
erty. This  procv'cding  is  instituted  by  petition,  which  com- 
plains of  rates  chaii.;cd  on  railroad  ties  as  excessive.  The 
petition  v;;is  tiled  Octol)er  17,  1887.  The  receivership  of  Mr. 
Gardnta*  was  stated  in  it  as  having  existed  until  the  reorga- 
nization of  th.e  coiii])auy,  and  it  was  stated  that  such  reorga- 
nization was  with  Mr.  Gardner  as  president.  .This  last 
statement  appc  ars  to  hav(^  been  an  error. 

The  seivicc  of  the  petition  was  by  mail,  addressed  to  Mr. 
Gardner,  as  ]nesi(h^nt  of  the  West(»rn  New  York  k,  Pennsyl- 
vania Pvaij'oad  Coiupany,  who  acknowledged  by  letter  that 
it  had  '"  been  duly  received,  and  r<^feii"ed  to  Mr.  George 
Zabriski(%  cour.si  1  for  receiver,  with  request  that  answer  be 
prepared,  {>nd  he  will  advise  you  further."  The  answer  was 
didy  ])r(*])ared  and  tiled,  in  the  name  of  said  last-na.!ned  com- 
pany, and  veritied  by  tln^  president,  Mr.  Probst ;  and  in  it 
was  stat(Ml  tlu  fact  that  the  reorganized  company  had  not  yet 
come  into  poss(»ssion  of  the  road. 

E,  A.  Xash,  for  the  petiti(mer. 

The  C<uninission,  without  undertaking  to  decide  whether, 
when  a  ]'oad  is  thus  in  the  hands  of  a  r(H*eiver,  it  is  proper 
to  institute  such  a  proceeding  against  the  (corporation  itself, 
held  that  undcn*  the  circumstances  of  this  case  it  would  bo 
proper  to  allow  the  petitioner  to  amend  so  as  to  show  by  his 
petition  the  existences  of  the  receivership. 

Amendment  was  made  accordingly  and  the  case  proceeded 
to  a  li^aring. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

IIeai*d  October  25.—Decided  Decemlwr  88,  1887. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  common  carrier  does  other  business  besides  the  trans- 
portiitlon  of  passongei-s  or  property,  or  performs  a  further  service  than 
that  of  transpoi  tation  in  respect  to  the  articles  carried,  held^  not  sufH- 
cient  to  exclude  the  carrier  from  the  operation  of  the  Act,  so  far  as 
applicable  to  its  business. 

Tbo  Act  to  regulate  commerce  is  highly  remedial  in  purpose  and  scope, 
and  should  receive  a  liberal  construction,  with  the  object  of  making  the 
benoHcial  result  desired  by  Congress  operative  to  the  greatest  available 
extent. 

Thn  relation  of  express  companies  to  interstate  commerce  considered,  with 
the  extent  and  method  of  their  participation  therein.  The  bringing 
them  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act  found  practicable,  and  on  some 
accounts  desirable. 

Express  business,  conducted  as  a  branch  of  the  businees  of  the  railroad 
company,  hrld  to  be  subject  to  the  Act. 

Express  business,  conducted  by  an  independent  organization,  acquiring 
transportation  rights  by  contract,  field  not  to  bo  described  in  the  Act 
with  suQlcient  precision  to  warrant  the  Commission  in  taking  jurisdio- 
tion  thereof. 

OPINION  OF  COMMISSION. 
Walker,  Com  m  ?mo?ier : 

A  coiisidiTMble  part  of  the  movement  of  freight  from  ono 
State  or  Territory  to  another,  throughout  the  United  States, 
is  carried  on  by  so-called  "  Express  Companies."  Originally 
siiggostcul,  as  it  seems,  by  the  employment  of  messengers  to 
(*.arry  bank  exchanges  of  money  and  securities,  the  system 
has  d(ivel()ped  in.to  a  very  general  method  of  transporting 
all  property  of  special  value  or  of  perishable  nature,  or  when 
speed  in  transit  is  for  any  reason  desired.  It  is  pursued 
upon  substantially  all  the  lines  of  railroad  in  the  country, 
as  well  as  upon  steamboat  lines,  stage  coaches  and  other 
vti hides  of  carriage.  The  charges  collected  for  such  trans- 
])ortation  are  relatively  high,  as  compared  with  the  ordinary 
froiglit  business  of  railroad  and  steamboat  companies,  but 
tlie  service  is  rapid  and  accurate.  The  existence  of  express 
(tompanies  and  the  facilities  which  they  furnish  have  de- 
vo-loped  to  immense  proportions  a  business  adapted  to  the 
requirements  of  such  traffic.  Bailroad  compajiies  prefer  that 
freight  in  small  parcels  and  of  the  nature  in  other  respects 
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considered  appropriate  to  the  express  business,  especially 
when  quick  transit  is  essential,  should  be  handled  bj  those 
agencies.  The  public  no  doubt  is  better  served  by  them  in 
some  respects  than  it  would  be  by  the  ordinary  methods  of 
railroad  transportation.  For  various  reasons,  therefore,  the 
custom  of  sending  all  such  business  "  by  express  **  has  become 
a  matter  of  course,  and  the  methods  of  its  transportation 
have  been  higlily  systematized.  In  fact,  although  as  to  some 
articles  the  shipper  has  a  choice  whether  they  shall  be  sent 
as  express  matter  or  as  freight,  there  are  many  which  the 
railroad  companies  seem  to  regard  as  more  appropriate  for 
transportation  by  the  express  companies,  and  relinquish 
wholly  to  them. 

The  contract  on  file  in  this  oflBce  between  a  leading  railroad 
company  and  the  express  company  which  liinidles  its  parcel 
traffic  contains  the  following  clause :  "  All  matter  seeking 
transportation  by  passenger  trains  shall  be  considered  and 
treated  as  express  matter  (except  tlie  personal  baggage  of 
passengers  on  the  train,  and  milk,  and  (•xc(»])titvj:  such  matter 
as  the  railroad  company,  through  its  i  -  a  s.  .itativcs,  shall 
elect  to  can  y  irot)  of  charge) ;  with  the?;.,  v  .^  |/.i'!iiS,  all  such 
matter  shall  be  turned  over  to  the  exprc^ss  c()in])any  and  be 
carried  and  d(^liv(^red  by  them  at  the  usual  rat'»  of  charge  for 
such  service."  Such  a  stipulation  is  exprc^ssed  or  understood 
upon  all  the  lines. 

It  is  claimed  as  a  reason  for  the  surrender  of  this  business 
by  the  railroads  to  the  express  companies  tlirb  the  rapidity 
and  certainty  required  in  the  service  can  best  be  secured  by 
a  special  on^anization,  largely  composed  of  ti'  lined  servants, 
whose  attention  is  given  exclusively  to  the  h; /.idling  of  this 
class  of  traffic,  and  that  the  present  satisfac't(»rv  results  could 
not  be  attained  by  undertaking  to  carry  it  on  tli  i«  >ugh  the  regu- 
lar employees  of  the  railroad  companies.  This  is,  no  doubt,  in 
a  gr(iat  measure  true.  Nevertheless  it  has  been  ■  )und  practica- 
ble on  some  important  lines  to  organizi*  an  express  service  as 
a  department  of  the  traffic  of  the  com])any.  A  :id  it  should  bo 
further  remarked  that  the  practice  of  turninj^  over  a  branch 
of  the  carrier's  business  to  a  third  party  by  contract  is  suscep- 
tible of  indefinite  extension. 
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Contracts  are  made  with  the  railroad  company  to  furnish 
space  upon  fast  trains  for  the  express  business,  which  mar 
be  paid  for  by  the  year,  by  the  space  occupied,  by  the  weight 
carried,  or  according  to  an  agreed  division  of  the  gi'oss  re- 
ceipts, or  of  the  profits.  The  method  of  ascertailiing  the 
compensation  to  be  paid  for  the  carriage  of  the  messengers 
and  freight  varies  greatly  in  different  portions  of  the  country. 
Perhaps  the  most  usual  contract  is  one  which  pays  to  the 
raih-oad  company  forty  per  cent,  of  the  gross  receipts  of  the 
express  company. 

A  messenger  usually  accompanies  the  express  fi*eight  in 
transit,  who  is  not  in  the  employ  of  the  railroad  companies, 
and  the  business  of  receiving  and  delivering  the  goods  and 
property  traiisi)orted  is  managed  by  employees  of  the  express 
companies,  who  are  generally  entirely  distinct  from  the 
agents  of  the  railroad  lines,  although  at  the  smaller  stations 
the  same  person  is  often  employed  by  both.  So  far  as  the 
public  is  conc(»rned,  this  business  is  wholly  done  by  the  ex- 
}>ress  companies,  the  sliipper  and  receiver  of  the  property 
having  no  coDtiiict  relation  with  the  corporation  or  person 
owiiiiig  tiie  jLailiUctd  or  other  system  of  transportation  em- 
ph:)yed,  but  dealing  exclusively  with  the  express  company 
operating  on  the  route  desired,  to  which  alone  he  looks  in 
case  of  loss  or  damage.  The  express  company  itself  thus 
becomes  a  common  carrier,  employing  instrumentalities  of 
commerce  in  part  its  own  and  in  part  hired  from  other 
carriers,  and  having  the  responsibilities,  duties,  liabilities, 
rights,  and  Yumn  of  a  common  carrier  in  its  relations  with 
the  })ul)lic.  Its  })osition  in  this  respect  has  been  judicially 
ascertain!  d,  is  well  understood  throughout  the  country,  and 
is  not  seriously  in  dispute. 

Tlie  c()ni])ani(  s  engaged  in  this  peculiar  method  of  conduct- 
ing interstate  traffic;  are  known  by  the  following  names : 

Adams  Express  Company. 

American  Express  Company.  • 

Baltimore  and  Ohio  Express  Company.    (Recently  ac- 

quircul  by  the  United  States  Ex.  Co.) 
Canadian  Express  Company. 
Dominion  Express  Company. 
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Erie  RailrOc'id  Express. 

National  Express  Company. 

Northern  Pacitic  Express  Company. 

New  York  and  Boston  Dispatch  Express  Company. 

Pacific  Express  Company. 

Soiitliern  Express  Company. 

United  States  Express  Company. 

Wells,  Fargo  &  Comj)any. 

Each  of  these  companies  operates  a  certain  territory  as  its 
own,  the  entire  country  having  been  definitely  subdivided 
among  them  by  agreennrnt  or  by  chance.  The  right  of 
railroad  companies  to  make  an  exclusive  contract  with  a 
selected  express  company  for  tlie  handling  of  all  the  express 
business  upcm  its  line  has  recently  \n'cn  established  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Tlie  language  used  is 
as  follows : 

"  The  reason  is  obvious  why  special  contracts  in  reference 
to  this  business  are  necessary.  The  ti  aiisportation  i*equired 
is  of  a  kind  which  must,  if  possibh^,  be  had  for  the  most  ptirt 
on  passenger  trains.  It  requires  not  only  spcunl,  but  reason- 
able certainty  jis  to  the  quantity  that  will  be  carried  at  any 
one  time.  As  the  things  carried  are  to  l)e  k(»pt  in  the  per- 
sonal custody  of  the  messenger  or  other  enqiloyee  of  the  ex- 
press company,  it  is  important  that  a  certain  amount  of  ear 
space  should  be  specially  s'jt  apart  for  the  business,  and  that 
this  should,  as  far  as  practicabh*,  be  put  in  the  (exclusive 
possession  of  the  expressman  in  charge.  As  the  business  to 
be  done  is  '  express,'  it  implies  access  to  the  train  for  load- 
ing at  the  latest  and  for  unloading  at  the  earliest  convenient 
moment.  All  this  is  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of 
an  express  business  on  passenger  trains  free  to  all  express 
(barriers.  Railroad  companies  are  by  law  carriers  of  both 
persons  and  property.  Passenger  ti-ains  have  from  the  be- 
L^inning  been  provided  for  the  transportation  primarily  of 
passengers  and  their  baggage.  This  must  be  done  with 
reasonable  promptness  and  with  reasonable  comfort  to  the 
])assenger.  The  express  business  on  passenger  trains  is  in  a 
degree  subordinate  to  the  passenger  business,  and  it  is  con- 
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sequently  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  in  arranging  for 
the  express  to  see  that  there  is  as  little  interference  as  pos- 
sible with  the  w^nts  of  passengers.  This  implies  a  special 
understanding  and  agreement  as  to  the  amount  of  oar  space 
that  will  be  afforded,  and  the  conditions  on  whijch  it  is  to  be 
occupied,  the  particular  trains  that  can  be  used,  the  places 
at  which  they  shall  stop,  the  price  to  be  paid,  and  all  the 
varying  details  tt  a  business  which  is  to  be  adjusted  betweea 
two  public  servants,  so  that  each  can  perform  in  the  best 
nniiiner  its  own  particular  duties.  All  this  must  necessarily 
be  a  matter  of  bargain,  and  it  by  no  means  follows  that  be- 
cause a  railroad  company  can  serve  one  express  company 
in  one  way  it  can  as  well  sei^e  another  company  in  the  same 
way  and  still  perform  its  other  obligations  to  the  public  in 
a  satisfactory  manner.  The  car  space  that  can  be  given  to 
the  express  business  on  a  passenger  train  is,  to  a  certain 
(extent,  limited,  and,  as  has  been  seen,  that  which  is  allotted 
to  a  j)articular  carrier  must  be,  in  a  measure,  under  his  ex- 
clusive control.  No  express  company  can  do  a  successful 
business  unless  it  is  at  all  times  reasonably  sure  of  the 
means  it  requires  for  transportation.  On  important  lin^s 
one  company  will  at  times  fill  all  the  space  the  railroad  com- 
})any  can  well  allow  for  the  business.  If  this  space  had  to 
be  divided  among  several  companies  there  might  be  occa- 
sions when  the  public  would  be  put  to  inconvenience  by 
delays  which  could  otherwise  be  avoided.  So  long  as  the 
])ul)lic  are  served  to  their  reasonable  satisfaction,  it  is  a  mat- 
ter of  no  importance  who  serves  them.  Tlie  railroad  com- 
]iany  performs  its  whole  duty  to  the  public  at  large  and  to 
each  individual  when  it  affords  the  public  all  reasonable 
express  accommodations.  If  this  is  done  the  railroad  com- 
pany owes  no  duty  to  the  public  as  to  the  particular  agencies 
it  shall  select  for  that  purpose.  The  public  require  the  car- 
riage, but  the  company  may  choose  its  own  appropriate 
means  of  carriage,  always  provided  they  are  such  as  to  insure 
reasonable  promptness  and  security." 

The  express  business  is,  therefore,  very  largely  non-com- 
petitive.    Cases  exist  where  two  or  more  railroad  or  steam- 
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boat  lines,  over  which  different  express  companies  have 
contracts,  roach  the  same  terminal  or  junction  points,  but, 
so  far  as  the  public  are  aware,  there  has  been  little  difficulty 
in  establishing  and  maintaining  agreed  rates  in  such  in- 
stances. Eate  wars  or  even  the  existence  of  any  active  com- 
petition among  express  companies  have  seldom,  if  ever,  been 
heard  of.  Interchange  of  traffic  between  the  different  com- 
panies at  points  of  junction  is  carried  on  without  friction, 
usually  upon   the   simple   theory  that  the   public   in   such 

cases  must  pay  the  charges  of  two  companies  instead  of 
one. 

Their  methods  of  organization  are  veiy  diverse.  Some, 
like  the  Southern  Express  Company  and  Wells,  Fargo  & 
Company,  are  corporations,  holding  charters  from  State  Leg- 
islatures which  authorize  them  to  cany  on  the  express  busi- 
ness by  name  ;  others,  like  the  American  Express  Com- 
pany and  the  National  Express  Company,  are  not  corpora- 
tions, but  quasi  partnerships,  with  additional  powers  recog- 
nized by  legislation  in  the  State  of  New  York,  where  more 
than  seven  persons  are  united  ;  being  called  joint  stock  com- 
panies, having  transferable  shares  of  stock,  with  such  perpi- 
tuity  of  organization  as  the  articles  of  the  association  pro- 
vide, and  the  right  of  suing  and  being  sued  in  the  name  of 
the  president  or  treasurer ;  but  the  shareholders  being, 
nevertheless,  liable,  as  partners,  among  themselves  and  to 
the  public.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  express 
business  which  prevents  its  being  carried  on  by  an  ordinary 
partnership  or  even  by  an  individual,  provided  the  necessary 
contracts  can  be  obtained  with  transportation  lines.  Others 
are  practically  branches  or  bureaus  of  the  railroad  com- 
panies themselves,  acting  under  a  distinct  head  and  through 
separate  organizations,  but  the  profits  of  the  business  accru- 
ing to  the  railroad  treasury.  Others  still  are  combinations 
of  roads,  organized  in  an  aggregate  form,  for  the  purpose  of 
transacting  the  express  business  of  their  several  lines. 

Soon  after  the  organization  of  this  Commission  a  letter 
was  received  from  the  Canadian  Express  Company  as  fol- 
lows : 
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"Canadian  Express  Company, 
"  General  Superintendent's  Office, 
"  Montreal,  Ajp^nl  let,  1887. 

"  To  the  Hon.  the  Chairman  op  the 

Interstate  Commerce  Committee, 

"  Washiyigtoyiy  D.  C. 

"  Dear  Sir  :  Will  you  please  inform  us  whether  the  law 
recently  enacted,  known  as  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act, 
will  apply  to  express  companies  ?  It  has  been  thought  by 
some  that  inasmuch  as  express  companies  are  only  forward- 
ers and  patrons  of  the  various  railways  and  steamboats,  that 
their  operation  would  not  come  under  this  Act.  My  reason 
for  asking  is  the  fact  that  this  company's  business  extends 
into  the  United  States,  over  the  Grand  Trunk  Bailway,  be- 
tween Island  Pond,  Vt.,  and  Portland,  Me.,  and  also  over 
the  same  company's  line  between  Port  Huron,  Mich.,  and 
Detroit ;  and,  wishing  to  be  in  a  position  to  meet  all  require- 
ments of  law,  you  will  greatly  oblige  us  by  letting  us  know 
our  position  in  this  matter. 

"  Awaiting  your  early  reply,  I  remain  yours  truly, 

(Signed)  "  G.  Cheney, 

"  General  Superintendent* 

To  which  the  Commission  replied  thus  : 

"April  4th,  1887. 
"  G.  Cheney,  Esq., 

Gen  I  SiipH  Can,  Exp.  Co.y  Montreal^  Canada, 

"  Dear  Sir  :  Your  letter  of  the  first  inst.,  requesting  the 
decision  of  the  Commission  upon  the  question  whether  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Law  applies  to  express  companies,  has 
been  hiid  before  the  Commission  and  duly  considered. 

"  If  any  express  Company  desires  to  be  heard  by  the  Com- 
mission on  the  question  you  raise,  an  early  opportunity  will 
be  afforded  for  the  purpose,  but  until  such  hearing  is  applied 
for,  the  Commission  will  assume  that  the  law  does  apply  to 
such  companies. 

"  Very  resp'y  yours, 
(Signed)  "  T.  M.  CooUET,  Chairman:' 
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This  Company  thereupon  filed  with  the  Commission  sched- 
ules of  its  rates  and  charges.  Afterwards  the  Dominion 
Express  Company  and  the  Northern  Pacific  Express  Com- 
pany also  filed  schedules  under  the  6th  section  of  the  Act  to 
E-egulate  Commerce.  It  becoming  apparent  that  other  ex- 
press companies  did  not  consider  the  Act  as  applicable  to 
them,  the  Commission,  on  July  19th,  1887,  caused  the  fol- 
lowing letter  to  be  sent  to  each  : 

"July  19th,  1887. 
"  To  THE Express  Company  : 

"  The  Commission  has  observed  your  failure  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  section  6  of  the  Act  of  Congi-ess, 
approved  February  4th,  1887.  entitled  An  Act  to  regulate 
commerce.  In  view  of  the  time  which  has  elapsed  since 
the  law  went  into  effect  it  is  obvious  that  this  failure  on 
your  part  is  intentional  and  not  merely  inadvertent.  The 
reasons  for  the  course  taken  by  your  company  have  not  as 
yet  been  laid  before  the  Commission,  and  it  has  not  as  yet 
entertained  the  consideration  of  the  question  whether  or  not 
express  companies  are  common  carriers  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  said  Act,  further  than  to  say  on  April  4th,- 1887,  in 
answer  to  an  inquiry  by  the  Canadian  Express  Company, 
that  until  a  hearing  upon  the  subject  is  asked  for  it  will  as- 
sume that  the  law  does  apply  to  sucli  companies.  The  Com- 
mission is  now  ready  to  act  definitely  upon  this  subject. 
Your  company  is  therefore  notified  and  reque«jted  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  said  section  forthwith.  Should  you 
desire  to  be  heard  upon  the  matter  the  Commission,  before 
final  action,  will  entertain  the  consideration  .of  a  written  or 
printed  argument,  if  filed  within  thirty  days,  provided  you 
give  us  notice  at  once  of  your  intention  to  do  so. 

**  For  the  Commission. 

"  Very  respectfully, 

"  Edward  A.  Moseley,  Secretary^ 

To  this  communication  various  responses  were  received. 
The  general  manager  of  the  Erie  Express  Company,  under 
date  of  July  27i;h,  wrote  as  follows  : 
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'*  I  riicloso  herewith  a  circuhir  issued  by  this  company  on 
April  5th  hist,  which  will  evidence  to  the  Board  of  Interstato 
Commissioners  that  the  Erie  Express  vohintarily  came  under 
tile  ruling  of  the  interstate  law  on  April  5th,  1887,  after  the 
decision  of  your  board  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  made  by  the 
Canadian  Exj)ress  Company  ;  also  that  wo  are  now  working 
on  the  basis  of  the  circular  issued  at  that  time. 

'*  Our  tai'ill's  are  bein*^^  i)repared  as  rapidly  as  possible  and 
will  l)e  furnished  your  Commission  as  soon  as  complete, 
"llespectfully  yours, 
(Si;j;ncdj  **  Wm.  W.  Ciiandler,  Jr., 

**  General  MaiHKjcr^'' 

The  circular  referred  to  in  above  letter  is  as  follows  : 

"  Notice. 

"EiiiE  Express,  Tariff  Department, 

New  York,  April  5,  1887. 
^'*  To  Agents  : 

"  To  conform  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  in  eflect  to- 
day, which  provides  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  charge  or 
receiver  any  greatc^r  (•()mj)ensation  for  a  shorter  than  a  longer 
distance  over  tlui  same  lint^  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter 
being  included  in  the  long(^r  distance,  agents  are  hereby  in- 
struct(Ml  in  regard  to  billing  that  where  a  rate  to  a  point  on 
th(^  Erie  Ex[)ress  lines  is  greater  than  to  a  j)oint  beyond  in 
the  same  gcncn'al  direction  to  charge  the  lesser  rate. 

''The  taritr  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  law 
will  be  changed  as  soon  as  possible.  I  her(»with  furnish  you 
tlu'  rat(*s  betwtM'u  Ntnv  York  and  Boston  to  the  principal 
])()ints  in  tlu'  Erie  system  and  rates  between  intermediate 
j)()iiits  must  not  excc^ed  these  rates  in  any  instance. 

"  Fi'om  New  York  ami  ]>ost(ni  to  Rochester,  N.  Y.,  125; 
r.ufralo,  X.  Y.,  Vjr, ;  Cleveland,  O.,  150;  Toledo,  O.,  200; 
Cinchmati,  ().,  200;  (^licago.  111.,  250. 

"  Respectfully, 

"  W.  A.  DiENEY,  Jr., 

'' Chief  of  Tariff . 

"  Approved  : 

'*  W.  M.  Clements, 

'*  General  Manager'^ 
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Afterwards,  on  September  21st,  1887,  the  Erie  Express 
Company,  by  its  attorney,  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  briefs 
filed  by  counsel  of  the  other  companies  in  opposition  to  the 
applicability  of  the  Act  to  the  express  business. 

The  Pacific  Express  Company,  on  July  27th,  wrote  the 
Commission  as  follows : 

"  Omaha,  Neb.,  July  27,  1887. 
"  Hon.  Edw.  A.  Moseley, 

"  Seci'etary  Interstate  Conmievve  Covnaission, 

"  Washington,  D,  C. 

"  Dear  Sir  :  I  beg  to  acknowedgc  receipt  of  your  circular 
letter  of  19tli  instant,  reply  to  which  has  been  delayed  by 
my  absence  in  Oregon. 

"  We  are  advised  that  American  and  United  States  express 
companies  have  notified  the  Commission  that  they  will  file 
arguments  against  express  companies  being  amenable  under 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  at  an  early  date.  Believing 
that  whatever  decision  is  arrived  at  it  will  apply  alike  to  all 
express  companies,  and  not  wishing  to  occupy  the  valuable 
time  of  the  Commissioners  with  a  needless  repetition  of 
lengthy  argument,  we  would  desire  to  await  the  result  in 
those  cases  and  abide  by  the  decision,  whatever  it  may  be. 

"  While  we  ar(i  advised  by  counsel  that  express  companies 
do  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  law,  so  far  as  the  public 
or  our  patrons  would  be  afFected,  we  have  endeavored  to 
comply  with  it,  and,  in  fact,  have  labored  diligently  to  de- 
vise some  system  of  schedules  that  might  be  printed  in  ac- 
(xmlance  with  its  demands.  This  seems  almost  an  impossi- 
bility even  in  our  system,  extending  from  Poiiland,  Oregon, 
to  New  Orleans,  and  Chicago  to  El  Paso,  Texas,  with  many 
intermediate  and  cross  lines,  changes  in  lines  and  cost  to  us 

being  so  frequent. 

"  Yours  truly, 
(Signed),  "  E.  M.  Morsman, 

"  President''' 

This  company  also  enclosed  to  tlio  Commission  a  circular 

issued  by  it  on  April  1,  1887,  of  which  the   following  is  a 
copy : 
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"  General  Circular. 

"TnE  Pacific  Express  Co., 

"Office  of  the  President, 

"  Omaha,  Neb.,  April  1st,  1887. 
"  To  all  Employees  : 

"  A  majority  of  the  counsel  consulted  advise  that  the  inter- 
state commerce  bill  does  not  apply  to  express  companies, 
but,  pending  a  decision  in  the  matter,  it  is  the  desire  of  this 
company  to  comply  with  the  law.  In  order  to  do  so  you 
will  carefully  observe  the  following  instructions  : 

"First.  No  preferential  rates  must  be  given.  All  ship- 
pers must  be  charged  the  same  rates  for  the  same  service. 
Like  shipments  in  kind  and  quantity  should  be  charged  for 
at  the  same  price  for  all  persons. 

"  This  does  not  interfere  with  our  carrying  free  the  .busi- 
ness of  the  railway  companies  whose  lines  we  operate,  or  of 
railway  officials  holding  our  franks,  the  same  as  heretofore, 
or  the  delivery  free  of  shipments  of  the  Western  Union  Tele- 
graph Company  by  deducting  charges  from  way-bill  as  here- 
tofore instructed.  When  authorized  by  superintendent  free 
transportation  may  be  granted  employees. 

"  Second.  Tariffs  sliould  be  kept  in  a  convenient  place, 
and  expos(Ml  or  shown  in  answer  to  all  legitimate  requests, 
but  ko})t  inside  of  counters  to  avoid  unnecessary  wear  and 
destruction. 

"  Third.  All  rebates  and  private  rates,  if  any  are  in  ex- 
istence, must  be  ^nthdrawn  at  once. 

**  As  railway  companies  are  revising  their  tariiBfs  to  comply 
with  tliu  law,  necessitating  a  revision  of  our  own,  new  tar- 
iffs cannot  be  compiled  until  we  are  furnished  with  railroad 
rates.  New  tariflfs  will  be  furnished  at  the  earliest  date  pos- 
sible. 

*'  Fourth.  On  any  interstate  business  no  less  charge  should 
be  made  for  a  greater  distance  than  a  less  distance  for  the 
same  sliipment  over  identically  the  same  line  of  road.  Agents 
discovering  any  discrepancy  of  this  kind  in  their  tariffs  will 
r(»]i()i-t  sam*'  at  once  to  superintendents,  who  will  correct  and 
rc'i^ort  to  tliis  office. 

'Fifth.  At  common  points,  where  competing  company's. 
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rate  is  loss  tlian  ours,  agents  will  adopt  the  lesser  rate,  mak- 
ing it  the  public  rate,  autl  advise  superintendeiit  immedi- 
ately. 

"  Yours  trulj',  E.  M.  Morrman, 

"  Presidentr 

TLo  Southern  Express  Company,  and  tlio  other  companies 
generally,  accepted  the  invitation  of  the  Oommission  to  file 
briefs  upon  the  question  statcnl  in  the  letter  to  them  of  July 
19.     Briefs  were  filed  accordinj^lv  as  follows: 

CUirence  A,  Seward  for  the  Adams  Express  Company,  ac- 
companied by  an  opinion  of  JaineH  A.  IjKjun^  Knq, 

Theodore  J\f.  Pomoroy,  for  the  American  Express  Company, 
the  National  Express  Company,  and  Wells,  Fargo  &  Com- 
pany. 

ir.  A\  Clihdiolm.  for  the  Southern  Express  Company. 

ir.  W,  Mclutrland  for  the  United  States  Ex[)ress  Comj^any. 

An  opinion  furnished  Wells,  Fargo  tt  Company  by  Ptlh-' 
hary  cfc  Jihfuduig  was  also  filed  in  behalf  of  that  company. 

The  position  taken  in  these  briefs  and  opinions  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  ])usiness  of  exi)ress  companies  is  not  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

Subseciuentlv  intimations  were  received  bv  the  Commis- 
sion  that,  some  of  the  ccnmsel  desired  to  be  heard  orally, 
whereupon  the  following  notice  was  issued  : 

"Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 

"Office  of  the  Secretary, 
"  Washixoton,  (^cfoher  12,  1887. 

"In  case  any  express  companies  desire  to  be  heard  orally 
by  counsel  upon  the  subj(»ct  of  the  circular  letter  of  July  19, 
1887,  in  addition  to  the  printed  briefs  which  have  been  quite 
generally  submitted,  the  Coinmisssion  will  hear  them  at  its 
rooms,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  on  the  25th  day  of 
October,  1887,  at  11  o'clock  a.  m. 
**  Very  truly  yoiurs, 

"  Edward  A.  Moseley, 

"  Secretary  y 
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On  the  day  named  oral  arguments  were  made  by  Messrs. 
Seward,  Pumeroy,  McFaiiand  and  Chisliolm  for  tlie  respec- 
tive companies  represented  by  them,  as  above  mentioned,  and 
by  C/uirles  Steele  for  the  Erie  Express  Company. 

In  these  briefs  and  arguments  it  was  urged,  among  other 
things,  that  the  transportation  of  property  is  not  the  sole 
business  of  express  companies ;  that  they  also  perform  many 
other  functions  that  are  outside  of  the  commerce  which  the 
act  attempts  to  reguhite — such  as  the  collection  of  debts,  the 
l)resentation  and  protesting  of  commercial  paper,  the  record- 
ing of  instruments  of  title,  the  entrance  -of  goods  at  custom- 
houses, tiie  ptirformance  of  other  errands,  etc. ;  and  it  is 
argued  that,  since  the  act  does  not  apply  to  all  the  business 
of  express  companies,  it  should  not  be  taken  as  applicable  to 
any  of  it ;  but  this  woiUd  not  afford  a  consistent  or  reason- 
able rule  of  interpretation.  The  act  may  very  properly  apply 
to  the  duties  of  a  common  carrier  in  the  transportation  of 
persons  and  property,  while  leaving  other  service  and  busi- 
ness undertaken  by  the  same  common  carrier  unaffected  by 
its  provisions.  Thus  a  leading  railroad  company  is  author- 
ized to  carry  on  tlio  banking  business,  and  does  carry  it  on  ; 
otliers  i\\\t  ownc^rs  of  real  testate,  which  is  sold,  rented,  and 
otherwise  used  and  disposed  of  as  a  branch  of  their  corpor- 
ate powers  ;  others  arc^  large  dealers  in  coal ;  others  own  and 
carry  on,  either  by  lease  or  directl}',  hotels,  pleasure  parks, 
restaurants,  etc. ;  but  it  has  never  been  suggested  that  any 
or  all  of  those  outside  transactions  operated  in  any  way  to 
relieve  the  railroad  companies  from  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  eommerc^o,  so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable 
to  st^rvice  wliich  the  jniblic;  is  entitled  to  demand  from  those 
who  assume  the  ])osition  of  common  carriers  of  passengers 
and  freight ;  and  in  likti  manner  there  is  no  reason  apparent, 
in  the  cas(i  of  ox])ress  companies,  why  the  obligations  and 
restrictions  of  the  Act  should  not  be  held  effective  upon  their 
business,  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  thereto,  arising  from  the 
mere  fart  that  other  business  is  also  done  by  them  to  which 
those  provisions  are  inap])licable,  or  that  sometimes  a  further 
service  than  that  of  transportation  is  performed  in  respect  to 
the  articles  carried. 
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A  further  claim  is  urged  to  the  effect  that  the  act  in  qnes- 
tion  is  a  peual  statute  aud  that  all  its  provisions  must  bo 
construed  pui'suant  to  the  strict  rules  of  construction,  which 
are  said  to  be  applied  in  such«cases.  Thus  it  is  stated  that 
there  are  certain  features  of  the  Act  which  are  not  applicable 
to  the  business  carried  on  by  express  companies,  such  as  the 
prohibition  of  the  pooling  of  freight,  the  reference  to  tracks 
and  terminal  facilities,  some  of  the  requirements  of  section 
20  respecting  annual  reports  to  be  made  by  carriers  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  etc.;  the  argument  being  that 
unless  the  party  in  question  can  be  subjected  to  all  the  pro- 
visions of  what  is  called  a  penal  statute  and  can  comply  with 
each  of  them  singly  it  cannot  be  subject  to  any  of  them. 
While  this  statute  contains  certain  provisions  for  penalties, 
in  the  execution  of  which  the  courts  will,  no  doubt,  follow 
the  recognized  canons  of  construction,  neveiiheless  the  stat- 
ute as  a  whole  should  be  regarded  as  highly  remedial  in  its 
purpose  and  scope.  It  was  clearly  designed  to  secure  to  the 
public  equal  and  impartial  rights  and  privileges  and  to  put 
an  end  to  ancient  and  well-known  abuses  in  the  services  ren- 
dered by  common  carriers.  Such  a  statute  should  h^.  con- 
strued liberally,  fairly,  of  course,  but  always  with  the  object 
in  view  of  reaching  as  closely  as  i>ossible  the  end  proposed 
by  the  l(»gislative  intention  and  making  the  beneficial  reisult 
desired  operative  to  its  greatest  available  (»xtent. 

A  railroad  c()m])any  might  limit  its  operation  to  the  trans- 
portation of  freight,  and  claim  in  like  manner  tliat  because  it 
did  not  carry  both  passengers  and  freight  it  was  not  subject 
to  any  of  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

It  does  not  seem  proper  or  riglit  to  introduct^  strained  hypoth- 
eses in  order  to  deny  the  effective  ap})lication  of  this  law  to 
any  branch  of  the  business  present  to  the  legislative  mind  in  its 
enactment,  which  was  obviously  the  regulation  of  the  interstate 
transportation  of  persons  and  property  by  common  car- 
riers. 

Looking  at  the  sections  of  the  Act  in  detail,  so  far  as  they 
declare  principles  or  announce  requirements,  they  will  be 
seen  to  be  quite  gencn'ally  a])plicable  as  well  to  the  busi- 
ness of  express  companies  as  to  that  of  railroad  companies. 
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For  instance  :  Section  1  requires  that  all  charges  made  shall 
be  reasonable  and  just.  Section  2  prohibits  unjust  discrim- 
ination. Section  3  \)rohibits  undue  and  unreasonable  pref- 
erences. Section  4  makes  illegal  the  charge  of  a  greater 
sum  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same 
line  in  the  same  direction,  when  the  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions are  substantially  similar.  Section  6  requires  the  fil- 
ing and  posting  of  schedules  showing  the  rates,  fares,  and 
charges  made  by  the  carrier.  Section  20  requires  annual  re- 
ports. There  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  why  all  these 
beneficial  requirements  "could  not  properly  apply  to  the 
transportation  of  freight  by  express  companies,  nor  is  it 
claimed  by  them  that  these  rules  could  not  be  properly  en- 
forced in  respect  to  their  business ;  in  fact,  it  is  generally 
claimed  that  they  are  already  observed,  and  if  such  be  the 
case  their  statutory  annunciation  would  be  no  hardship  and 
would  present  no  impropriety. 

The  annual  reports  required  from  common  carriers  under 
section  20  of  the  Act,  if  furnished  by  the  express  companies, 
would  necessarily  present  a  large  amount  of  information  upon 
a  subject  regarding  which  the  public  is  as  yet  almost  entirely 
ignorant.  The  amount  of  capital  stock  upon  which  dividends 
are  paid,  the  amount  of  funded  debt,  if  any,  the  amount  of 
money  invested  in  their  i>hint  and  business,  the  volume  of 
business  transacted  and  the  expense,  with  its  details,  the 
rates  charged  and  the  methods  upcm  which  the  rates  are 
constructed — all  these  are  subjects  in  which  the  patrons  of 
these  institutions,  considering  them  as  interstate  common 
carriers,  are  interested  and  have  a  right  to  be  informed,  and 
in  n^spect  to  which  Congress  may  proj^erly  desire  full  knowl- 
ed«i;o,  tojjjcther  with  the  contracts  and  agreements  under 
which  their  business  is  earned  by  the  transportation  lines, 
which  are  tlioinselvos  relieved ^r^  tanto  .ind  by  contract  from 
tlio  porfonnancc  of  a  public  service.  The  importance  of  this 
subject  is  shown  bv  the  following  partial  table  of  capitaliza- 
tions from  a  reputable  financial  publication,  viz. : 

Adams  ExDross $12,000,000 

Amc^rican  Express 18,000,000 

\\  S.  Express 10,000,000 

WelLs-Fargo  Express 6,250,000 
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It  is  strenuously  claimed  by  some  of  these  companies  that 
although  they  would  be  entirely  willing  to  make  public  their 
schedules  of  charges  and  their  tariffs  fo*r  transportation  of 
freight  and  other  services,  which  they  hold  themselves  out 
as  ready  at  all  times  to  perform  for  all  comers,  nevertheless 
their  lines  are  so-  long,  the  number  of  their  stations  so  great, 
and  the  intricacy  of  detail  so  enormous  that  the  preparation 
of  sucli  schedules  to  be  filed  with  the  Commission  and  to  be 
publislied  to  the  public  is  practically  an  impossibility.  This 
can  hardly  be  assumed  to  be  the  case,  however,  especially  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  lines  of  manj^  railroad  systems  which 
have  complied  with  the  law  are  also  excessively  long  and 
intricate?! V  involved,  and  the  schedvdes  of  rates  on  file  not 
only  cover  stations  ui)on  the  line  of  these  roads  themselves, 
but  very  largely  upon  connecting  lines  as  well.  It  is  known, 
moreover,  that  in  the  express  business  there  is  very  little 
classification  of  freight,  the  tariff  being  usually  upon  a  uni- 
form basis  per  hundred  pounds,  with  proportionate  charges 
for  less  and  for  greater  weights,  the  stations  being  very  widely 
grouped,  and  the  charges  for  other  services  being  governed 
by  fixed  ruhis.  In  fact,  it  seems  necessary  that  agents  of  ex- 
press companies  should  be  instructed  explicitly  as  to  charges 
to  be  made  by  them;  and  if  they  can  be  intelligently  notified 
by  instructions  from  the  general  offices  it  would  seem  quite 
possible  to  inform  the  public  also.  Moreover,  the  routes 
covered  by  the  three  express  companies  which  have  already 
filed  tlu^ir  schedules  with  the  commission  are  quite  extensive, 
and,  although  the  tariffs  so  filed  are  made  up  upon  different 
plans,  yet  they  are  each  intelligible  and  are  sufficient  to  neg- 
ative the  idea  that  the  thing  proposed  by  Congress  is  not 
possible  of  accomplishment  by  this  class  of  carriers. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  tlie  bringing  of  express  com- 
panies within  the  salutary  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
(commerce  is  practicable  and  on  some  accounts  desirable. 
The  question  remains  whether  ov  not  this  has  been  accom- 
plished V)y  the  statute  as  it  stands. 

In  res])ect  to  some  of  the  express  companies  there  can  be 
little,  if  any,  doubt  that  they  are  fully  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of   the  law.     When  a  railroad   company  itself  con- 
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ducts  the  parcel  traffic  on  its  line  by  its  ordinary  transpor* 
tation  staff,  or  through  an  independent  bureau  organized  for 
the  purpose,  or  by  means  of  a  combination  with  other  rail- 
road companies  in  a  joint  arrangement  for  the  transaction 
of  this  so-called  express  business,  it  will  not  be  seriously 
questioned  but  that  this  branch  of  the  traffic  is  subject  to 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  as  fully  as  the  ordinary  freight 
traffic. 

But  the  case  of  the  independently  organized  express  com- 
panies must  be  more  carefully  considered. 

The  frame  of  the  Act  in  question  is  this  :  The  first  section 
provides  "  that  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to  any 
common  carrier  or  carriers  engaged  in  the  transportation  of 
passengers  or  property  wliolly  by  railroad  or  partly  by  rail- 
road and  partly  by  water,"  when  the  traffic  is  interstate.  The 
other  sections  uniformly  refer  to  "  any  common  carrier  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  this  Act."  Therefore  the  definition 
in  the  first  section  controls  the  application  of  the  law  by  stat- 
ing what  carriers  are  within  its  terms ;  and  the  implication  at 
once  arises  that  common  carriers  exist  which  are  not  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  which  is  obviously  true  of  stage 
coaches,  independent  steamboat  lines,  etc. 

It  is  said  that  tho  words  of  the  Act  above  quoted,  namely, 
"wholly  by  railroad  or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by 
water,"  do  not  describe  the  transportation  business  con- 
ducted by  express  companies,  for  the  reason  that  their  busi- 
ness is  largely  up<m  water  routes  disconnected  from  railroad 
lines  and  upon  stage-coach  routes,  as  well  as  by  teams  used 
for  the  collection  and  delivery  of  goods  and  for  their  trans- 
portation between  the  termini  of  connecting  lines.  A  very 
large  proportion  of  their  traffic  is  by  rail.  Their  exclusion 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute  upon  the  ground  that  in 
cities  and  large  towns  it  is  customary  for  express  companies 
to  collect  and  deliver  the  freight  would  seem  to  be  too  re- 
fined a  construction  to  place  upon  the  law.  Some  railroads 
do  the  same  thing,  and  it  is  much  more  common  in  England 
than  here.  Wherever  it  is  done  in  respect  to  interstate  com- 
merce it  is  obviously  merely  incidental  to  the  main  business, 
which  is  the  carriage  from  place  to  place  by  railroad.    No 
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Htiparate  charge  for  this  service  is  made,  the  charge  being 
usually  the  same  whether  the  goods  be  received  and  delivered 
at  the  general  business  office  of  the  carrier  or  by  team  at  the 
office  or  residence  of  the  customer.  If  additional  chaise  for 
collection  or  delivery  is  made  it  can  easily  be  stated. 

The  word  "  wholly  "  in  the  first  section  of  the  act  may  have 
been  used  in  contradistinction  to  the  word  "  partly "  in  the 
next  clause — "  wholly  by  railroad  or  partly  by  railroad  and 
partly  by  water" — and  not  as  a  limitation  ui)on  the  method 
of  carriage  with  the  meaning  by  railroad  solely,  or  by  rail- 
load  and  not  otlierwise,  as  claimed  by  the  expn^ss  companies; 
nevertheless,  the  literal  application  of  the  word  "wholly" 
would  exclude  a  great  part  of  the  business  transacted  by  ex- 
press companies,  for  it  can  be  tnithfully  said  as  to  the  larger 
percenta<J!;o  of  their  vshipments  that  they  «re  not  "wholly  by 
railroad"  or  "partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water."  A 
great  amount  of  team  and  messenger  service  is  involved,  as 
well  as  the  us(^  of  other  vehick^s  of  transportation  which  are 
not  within  the  language  of  the  Act.  The  use  of  that  word 
in  a  section  which  was  evidently  framed  with  the  greatest 
care  aflforus  a  fair  foundation  fo**  the  claim  that  the  Act  does 
not  describe  the  modes  of  transportation  employed  by  ex- 
press companies  with  sufficient  2)recision  to  bring  them  with- 
in its  tcirms. 

It  is,  moreover,  true,  as  claimed,  that  the  ex})ress  business, 
so  called,  has  been  of  such  long  standing  and  presents  sucli 
a  well-known  and  complete  organization  in  every  portion  of 
the  country  that  it  must  be  considered  to  be  a  subject  which 
was  perfectly  understood  by  Congrc^ss  at  the  time  of  the  en- 
actment of  the  law  in  (juestion.  More  than  this,  it  is  a  busi- 
ness which  has  lu^retofore  and  frecpiently  b(»en  the  occasion 
of  distinct  legislation  by  Congress,  both  in  connection  with 
railroad  business  and  as  contradistinguished  therefrom.  We 
have  been  referred  to  a  series  of  con^jressional  enactments 
running  back  for  iwenty  years,  in  which  the  express  busi- 
name,  has  been  the  sul)ject  of  statutory  provisions  ; 
and  the  sju^^f  is  trhe  in  the  legislation  of  the  various  States. 
In  \'iew  of  thi^tfiel  question  is  asked.  If  it  was  the  intention 
of  Congress  to  malke  the  express  companies  subject  to  the 
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provibiuns  of  the  interstate  commerce  Act,  why  did  not  the 
law  explicity  so  state  ?  It  is  said  that  the  addition  of  a  few 
words  would  have  amply  expressed  the  legislative  intent,  if 
such  extent  existed.  It  is  argned  that  the  failure  to  so  state 
clearly  exprcisses  a  purpose  to  omit  them  from  its  scope;  and 
it  is  claimed  that  under  the  circumstances,  the  general  pro- 
vision of  section  1  should  be  treated  as  referring  only  to  rail- 
road companies,  either  alone  or  under  a  common  control  with 
water  transportation  lines.  This  argument  is  not  without 
weight  in  determining  the  construction  of  the  statute. 

It  is  also  said  that  the  Act  throughout  is  obviously  direct- 
ed toward  the  regulation  of  railroads  and  th^  railroad  sys- 
tems of  the  country  ;  that  the  investigation  which  preceded 
the  enactment  of  the  law  was  an  investigation  of  railroads 
and  of  transportation  by  railroad  companies ;  that  express  * 
companies  wore  not  alluded  to  in  that  investigation,  and  that 
no  evils  connected  with  the  management  of  public  business 
by  them  Avore  brought  to  the  attention  of  Congress.  This 
consideration  is  also  proper  and  should  not  be  overlooked, 
although  the  Commission  has  reason  to  believe  that  the 
claim  made  by  the  express  companies  that  their  rates  and 
their  methods  of  rate-making  are  perfectly  satisfactory  to 
the  public  is  somewhat  overstated. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  the  details  of  the  law  in  its  vari- 
ous provisions  are  so  framed  as  to  apply  distinctly  to  rail- 
roads and  railroad  companies,  and  that  they  do  not  apply  to 
the  carriage  of  property  by  express  companies  without  va- 
rious implications  and  eliminations  which  give  a  somewhat 
strained  construction  to  the  language  used  ;  and  to  this  reas- 
oning also  there  is  much  force.  For  example,  the  first  para- 
graph of  secti(^u  6  requires  carriers  "  to  print  and  keep  for 
public  instruction  schedules  showing  the  rates  and  fares  and 
charges  for  the  transi)ortation  of  passengers  and  property 
wliich  anv  such  common  carrier  has  established  and  which 
are  in  force  at  tlie  time  upon  its  railroad."  The  words  "its 
railroad,"  the  express  companies  say,  exclude  the  idea  that 
they  are  intended  by  the  law,  for  they  have  no  railroads ; 
th(?y  neither  own  nor  operate  any  railroad  lines.  It  is  true 
that  they  hire  the  use  of  the  railroads  of  raih:oad  companies, 
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or,  ill  otliQT  words,  they  purchase  the  right  of  railroad  trans- 
portation for  goods  which  they  undertake  to  transport ; 
nevertheless,  the  language  of  this  section  and  of  other  sec- 
tions is  not  well  chosen  to  clearly  express  an  intention  to 
bring  express  companies  within  their  scope. 

See,  for  example,  section  5,  which  forbids  pooling.  Of 
course,  competing  express  companies  might  pool  their  earn- 
ings, for  instance,  between  Chicago  and  New  York,  but  the 
language  of  the  section  forbids  contracts,  etc.,  "  for  the  pool- 
ing of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads,"  phrase- 
ology which  was  unfortunately  selected  if  the  possibility  of 
an  express  pool  was  in  the  legislative  mind.  The  use  of  the 
v>'Drd  "  wholly  "  in  the  first  section  of  the  Act  has  already 
been  mentioned.  The  schedules  re(i[uired  by  section  6  to  be 
posted  for  public  inspection  "  sluiU  be  kept  in  every  depot 
or  station  upon  any  such  railroad,"  words  which  are  not  apt 
to  describe  the  offices  of  express  companies  as  frequently 
found  in  the  larger  cities  and  elsewhere,  although  their 
meaning  if  applied  to  the  express  business  might  be  suffici- 
ently obvious. 

It  is  proper  to  note  the  further  fact  that  in  one  important 
particular  the  legal  status  of  the  ind(»pendent  express  com- 
])anies  differs  materially  from  that  of  the  railroad  companies. 
They  have  not  in  all  respects  the  same  y^/^/.v/ public  character. 
The  right  of  eminent  domain  is  not  invoked  in  their  behalf. 
Whatever  j^roperty  they  own  must  be  accpiired  by  contract, 
and  such  transportation  facilities  by  rail  or  by  rail  and 
water  as  they  afford  the  public  must  be  provided  in  the 
same  way.  The  power  of  Congress  in  respect  to  their  busi- 
ness rests  upon  its  constitutional  control  over  interstate  com- 
merce, which  involves  the  regulation  of  the  relations  between 
common  carriers  engaged  therein  and  the  public,  but  which 
in  the  case  of  the  express  companies  finds  no  support  in  any 
delegation  to  them  of  governmental  powers. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  history  and  the  language  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  has  brought  the  Commission  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  independent  express  companies  are 
not  included  among  the  common  carriers  declared  to  be  subject 
to  its  provisions  as  they  now  stand.     The  fact  that  a  part  of 
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the  express  business  of  the  country  is,  as  above  shown,  within 
the  Act,  while  another  and  a  much  larger  part  of  the  same 
business  is  not  so  described  as  to  be  embraced  in  the  same 
statute,  clearly  points  out  the  necessity  of  farther  legislative 
action.  Either  the  entire  express  business  should  be  left 
wholly  on  one  side  or  it  should  all  be  included. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  is  stiictly  statutory, 
and  cannot  be  extended  by  implication  over  other  subjects 
than  those  which  the  Act  defines.  In  any  case  of  doubtful 
jurisdiction  it  is  far  better  that  the  legislative  body  should 
resolve  the  doubt.  It  has  been  the  object  of  the  Commission, 
in  this  review  of  the  case  of  the  express  companies,  to  state 
their  relation  to  interstate  commerce  and  the  extent  and 
method  of  their  participation  therein,  together  with  the  con- 
siderations on  which  it  feels  constrained  to  disclaim  the 
exercise  of  jurisdiction  over  such  of  them  as  act  under 
independent  organizations.  If  it  was  intended  or  is  now 
considered  expedient  to  bring  their  business  within  the 
provisions  of  the  law  it  is  only  necessary  for  Congress  un- 
equivocally to  state  its  wish.  The  subject  has  been  laid  be- 
fore Congress  in  the  annual  report  of  the  Commission,  and 
for  the  time  being  no  other  proceedings  will  be  taken. 
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Extract  fnna  *' Note  on  ExjrresH  Companiea^^^  found  in  Census  Report  on  the 
Agenciv.^  of  Transportation y  Publtnhed  in  1883  ;    Vol.  I V. ,  page  856. 

In  addition  t^  the' other  agoncios  of  transportation,  it  was  contemplated 
in  the  A<*.t  of  March  3,  18T9,  that  the  express  business  of  the  country  should 
be  included  in  the  census.  The  provision  to  this  effect  is  to  be  found  in  the 
seventeenth  section  of  tlie  Act  referred  to,  and  is  as  follows : 

**The  Superintendent  of  Census  shall  roquire  and  obt»iin  from  the  owners, 
])roprietors,  or  managers  of  e\'ery  incf/rjxrrat^/d  expres.^  company  the  following 
facts,  to  wit:  Name  of  corporation  or  company;  capital  paid  up;  total  capi- 
tal stock,  and  to  what  extent  the  same  has  been  watered,  and  how  often 
corners  have  been  made  on  such  watered  stock  ;  length  of  lines  in  miles ; 
whether  the  business  is  conducted  by  rail,  vessel,  or  otherwise:  total 
amount  paid  to  railroads  or  vess(^ls  for  use  of  line  or  lines;  number  of 
officers;  number  of  persons  en^ja^cd  in  general  administration  :  number  of 
agents  and  messengers  :  total  recreipts  :  total  expenditure's,  exhibiting 
separately  amount  paid  for  salaries,  for  repairs,  and  for  general  ox- 
j)orisos.     *    *    * 

*'  He  may  r(»;piire  suc^h  other  information  as  to  the  subjects  of  this  section 
as,  in  his  juigmont,  may  be  ner*essary  to  secure  such  returns  as  will  exhibit 
the  transaction  of  saitl  several  companies." 

In  compliance  with  this  refjuirement,  a  schedule  was  prepared  at  the  Cen- 
sus Office  containing  the  interrogatoric^s  appropriate  to  the  collection  of  tlie 
information  desired.  A  letter  wiis  addressed  from  that  office  to  the  proper 
officer  of  etich  company  or  association  known  to  be  doing  what  is  usually 
called  an  express  business,  inclo.sing  a  copy  of  this  s<*hedule,  and  demand- 
ing a  return  thereupon.  ^Vs  the  result  of  this  elTort  it  was  a.'^certained  that 
the  companies  and  associations  in  question  were  in  general  not  incorporated 
companies  within  the  ordinary'  signiticance  (^f  that  term,  the  express  busi- 
ness of  the  country  being,  as  it  would  appear,  transacted  under  a  highly 
anomalous  system.  Of  all  the  (jompanitis  addressed,  but  two,  and  those  not 
the  most  impoi-tant,  admitted  tliat  thej'  came  within  the  purview  of  the 
law.  The  othei's  represented  themselves  either  as  mere  business  partner- 
phtps  or  (^Ise  as  associations  of  railroads,  apportioning  their  ex])onses.  pool- 
ing their  earnings  in  the  (jarrying  of  parcels,  imder  agreements  often  in- 
formal, and  even  subject  at  times  to  oral  modificration  or  enlargement. 

The  Adams  Express  Company,  the  United  States  Express  Company,  and 
the  New  York  and  Boston  Desj)atch  Company,  for  in.stance,  state  that  they 
are,  severally,  but  joint  partnerships,  and  pay  taxes  neither  on  their  capital 
stock  nor  on  their  business ;  that  their  offiC(;rs  are  perpetual,  and  not  af- 
fected by  any  election  through  8to(*kholders,  it  not  even  being  Uie  custom 
to  hold  stockholders'  meetings.  The  American  Foreign  and  European  Ex- 
press Company,  again,  claims  that  it  does  not  operate  in  the  United  States, 
but  considers  itself  simply  as  a  forwarding  agency. 

The  Pacific  Express  Company  took  the  place  of  the  express  departments 
of  the  Kansas  Pacific  and  the  Union  Pacific  railways,  and  is  virtually  an 
association  of  the  Union  Pacific,  the  >Iis.souri  Pacific,  and  the  Wabash, 
'Bt.  Louis,  and  Pacific  railways,  which  carry  on  the  express  business  upon 
their  own  lines  under  the  name  of  the  Pacific  Express  Company,  the  stock 
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being  subscribed  for  (but  not  issued)  on  the  assumed  proportion  of  the 
aggregate  net  proceeds  which  each  s^'stem  would  earn.  The  net  earnings, 
as  nearly  as  they  can  be  ascertained,  are  i»aid  to  the  railways  monthly. 
The  company  Is,  m  lact,  a  pan  of  liiese  i-ailways,  wliloli  Iiicludo  their  res- 
pective  receipts  from  the  express  or  parcels  business  in  their  proper  railway 
accounts. 

Under  the  conditions  recited,  the  Census  Office  was  advised  that  it  was 
doubtful  whether  it  would  be  held  that  companies  and  assodatlons  like  the 
foregoing  cnmo  within  the  requirements  of  the  census  law,  while  it  was  oer- 
tain  that  such  returns  could  not  be  exacted  from  the  companies  or  asso- 
ciations under  the  penalties  of  the  statute,  penal  provisions  being  always 
construed  strictly. 

At  the  same  time  that  the  inadequacy  of  the  provisions  of  the  existing 
law  respecting  the  companies  doing  an  express  business  was  discovered  it 
was  ascorttiiuod  that  much  of  that  business  throughout  the  country  was 
done  in  such  a  way  as  to  render  it  of  the  highest  difficulty,  if  not  virtually 
impossible,  to  disentangle  it  from  the  general  web  of  railway  transaotioiis, 
even  were  the  parties  conducting  that  business  unmistakably  subject  to  tho 
requirements  of  the  law  in  this  respect.  Especially  was  this  found  to  be 
the  case  with  the  officers  and  employees  engaged,  who  were  in  a  great 
majority  of  cases  the  officers  or  employees  of  railroads,  already  so  reported, 
and  giving  to  tho  express  business  only  a  varying  fraction  of  their  timo, 
of  which  no  record  was  kept.  Such  a  condition  of  things  did  not  seem 
to  justify  the  Census  Office  in  a  recommendation  to  Congress  of  new 
legislation  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  provision  already  recited  and  to  oon- 
for  upon  tho  agents  of  tho  census  greater  powers.  Indeed,  only  a  com- 
mission constituted  with  judicial  authority,  having  the  power  of  subpoona 
and  of  summary  punishment  for  contempt,  could,  with  any  degree  of 
saecess,  pursue,  against  unwilling  companion,  the  Inquiry  Into  tho  express 
business  which  was  in  contemplation  of  Congress  in  the  enactment  of  tlie 
provision  recited. 
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KIDDLE,  DEAN  &  CO.  v.  THE  BALTIMORE  &  OHIO 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Pending  before  the  luteretate  Commerce  Commission,  Washington,  D.  C,  January 

9*-h,  1888. 

In  deciding  upon  applications  for  tlie  Amendment  of  Complaints,  the  Com- 
mission acts  upon  the  principles  recognized  in  courts  of  justice. 

An  amendment  which  proposes  to  substitute  for  the  original  cause  of  com- 
plaint something  quite  distinct  and  different  will  not  bo  allowed.  If 
the  paity  desires  to  make  a  new  case  he  should  do  so  by  a  new  com- 
plaint. 

Bragg,  Cornrriissioner  : 

The  complainants  in  this  proceeding  move  to  amend  their 
original  complaint.  The  original  complaint  was  filed  on  the 
sixth  day  of  September,  1887,  and  answered  by  the  Baltimore 
&  Ohio  Bailroad  Company  on  the  first  day  of  December, 
1887. 

The  substance  of  the  original  complaint,  briefly  stated,  is, 
that  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Comj)any,  prior  to  tho 
filing  of  that  complaint,  had  unjustly  discriminated  against 
tho  Yough  Slope  Mine  in  refusing  to  furnish  tliat  mine  with 
its  fair  share  of  cars  during  the  month  of  August,  1887,  on 
sliipments  of  coal  to  Arthur  &  Boylan,  at  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

The  proposed  amendment  to  this  original  complaint  is  as 
foRoAvs  :  "  Tlie  complainants  respectfully  ask,  that  the  com- 
plaint, dated  September  6th,  1887,  against  the  Baltimore  & 
Ohio  Eailroad  Company  be  amended  by  the  filing  of  addi- 
tional complaints  as  foUows : 

That  said  respondent  company,  during  the  month  of  Oc- 
tober, 1887,  neglected  and  refused  to  furnish  cars  (their  pro- 
portion each  day)  to  the  Yough  Slope  Mine,  Anderson  Mine, 
and  other  mines,  for  the  transportation  of  coal  to  Bufi'alo, 
N.  Y.,  and  to  Chiciago,  111.,  and  further  during  the  months  of 
November  and  Decern] )er,  1887,  said  respondent  company  re- 
fused cars  to  the  aforementioned  mines  (their  pro})ortion  each 
day)  for  the  transportation  of  coal  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio.  That 
during  the  aforesaid  months,  said  respondent  company  gave 
a  preference  to  shippers  of  coke  on  the  line  of  their  road 
by  furnishing  said  coke  shippers  with  more  than  their  pro- 
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portion  of  box  cars  each  day  for  shipments  of  coke,  to  the 
great  injury  of  the  aforementioned  coal  mines,  and  your 
petitioners  or  complainants." 

By  this  proposed  amendment,  as  will  be  seen,  complainants 
now  desire  to  amend  the  original  complaint  by  showing  un- 
just discrimination  by  the  defendant  company  against  the 
"Anderson  Mine"  and  "other  mines"  in  refusing  to  furnish 
them  cars  "  for  the  transportation  of  coal  to  Buffalo,  N.  Y., 
and  to  Chicago,  111.,  and  further,  during  the  months  of 
November  and  December,  1887,  said  respondent  company 
refuses  the  aforementioned  mines  their  proportion  each  day 
for  the  transportation  of  coal  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio."  This 
amendment  thus  brings  forward,  for  the  first  time,  mines  al- 
leged to  have  been  discriminated  against  in  shipments  to 
points  nowhere  referred  to  in  the  original  complaint,  and 
charges  violations  of  the  statute  against  these  mines  and  in 
these  shipments,  occurring  a  considerable  period  of  time 
after  the  original  eomplaint  was  filed,  and  some  of  them,  in 
fact,  after  the  original  complaint  had  been  answered  by  the 
defendant  railroad  company.  The  grievances  stated  in  the 
amendment  are  new  and  distinct,  entirely  separate  from,  and 
having  no  relation  to,  the  grievances  mentioned  in  the  orig- 
inal complaint. 

In  considering  complaints  and  amendments,  such  as  ore 
made  and  proposed,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
unJler  the  statute,  performs  duties  that  are  in  their  nature 
judicial.  Liberal  as  our  practice  has  heretofore  been,  and 
Avill  continue  to  bef,  in  allowing  amendments  to  complaints 
and  answers  in  proceedings  before  us  in  the  administration 
of  a  highly  remedial  statute,  yet  there  must,  under  the  rules 
of  law,  be  a  limit  to  this  power  of  amendment;  and  this 
limit,  we  think,  woula  be  passed  in  allowing  the  amendment 
here  proposed.  The  alleged  grievances  averred  in  this  pro- 
posed amendment  do  not  constitute  grounds  of  complaint 
under  the  circumstances  proper  to  be  brought  in  by  way  of 
amendment  to  the  original  complaint  in  this  proceeding. 
That  portion  of  the  proposed  amendment  which  charges  that 
the  defendant  company  gave  a  preference  "  to  shippers  of 
coke  on  the  line  of  their  road  by  furnishing  said  coke  ship- 
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pers  with  more  than  their  proportion  of  box  cars  each  day 
for  shipment  of  coke  during  the  aforesaid  months  "  is  equally 
obnoxious  to  the  objection  above  stated.  The  matters  men- 
tioned in  this  proposed  amendment  may  be  subjects  for  a 
new  petition  if  complainants  desire  to  present  such  a 
complaint,  but  not  by  way  of  amendment  to  the  original 
petition. 

The  proposed  amendment  is,  therefore,  not  allowed  by  the 
Commission. 


BIDDLE,  DEAN  &  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PITTSBUEGH 
AND  LAKE  ERIE  RAILROAD   CO. 

Heard  December  0  and  7,  1887 :  decided  January  14,  18SS. 

"Where  according  to  its  usual  experience  a  railroad  company  has  sufficient 
equipment  to  meet  the  demands  upon  it,  and  to  move  without  unreas- 
onable delay  the  freights  offertd,  but  by  reason  of  unusual  circumstances 
for  which  the  Company  is  not  in  fault,  freights  have  accumulated  to  an 
exceptional  extent,  and  are  then  offered  in  extraordinary  quantities, 
the  Company  is  not  chargeable  with  any  violation  of  law  because  of  its 
proWng  unable  to  respond  at  once  to  all  calls,  and  to  furnish  cars  as 
rapidly  as  shippers  demand  them. 

Nor  does  it  violate  any  law  by  refusing  to  allow  its  cars  to  be  sent  off  its  line 
to  distant  points  when  the  business  offorod  on  its  own  line  keeps  them 
fully  occupied. 

"Where  by  reason  of  extraordinary  circumstances  a  railroad  Company  can- 
not promptly  meet  all  calls  for  cars,  it  should  furnish  them  ratably  and 
fairly  to  all  shippers,  in  proportion  to  the  freights  offered  by  them 
respectively,  until  the  emergency  has  passed,  and  it  is  again  enabled  to 
move  promptly  all  the  freights  tendered. 

Upon  the  facts  in  this  case  the  charge  of  unjust  discrimination  as  between 
shippers  and  also  between  different  classes  of  traffic,  is  held  not  made 
out. 

Bragg,  Cominissioner : 

The  complaint  and  answer  in  this  proceeding  present  the 
following  questions  for  our  determination  : 

1.  Whether,  during  the  period  commencing  September  28, 
1887,  and  ending  October  12  of  the  same  year,  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Lake  Erie  Baikoad  Company,  in  violation  of  section  3 
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of  tlie  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  approved  February  4,  1887, 
was  guilty  of  giving  an  unlawful  preference  to  other  coal 
mines  situated  along  that  poiiiou  of  its  line  known  as  tbe 
Pittsburgh,  McKeespoi-t  and  Youghiogheny  railroad,  by 
refusing  to  furnish  their  j)ropoi*tion  of  cars  daily  to  tho 
Rainbow  Coal  Company  and  the  Lake  Shore  Gas  Coal  Com- 
pany for  shipments  of  coal  to  Buffalo,  N.  Y. 

2.  Whether,  during  the  same  period,  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company  violated  section  3  of  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce  by  giving  an  unlawful  preference  to 
the  coke  trade  in  the  region  of  country  along  its  line  by 
refusing  to  furnish  box  cars  to  the  Rainbow  Coal  Company 
and  the  Lake  Shore  Gas  Coal  Company  and  other  coal 
mines  represented  by  complainants,  for  coal  shipments,  and 
furnishing  the  bulk  of  its  box  cars  for  the  transportation  of 
coke. 

3.  Whether,  during  tbe  same  period,  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company  unlawfully  discriminated 
against  the  Rainbow  Coal  Company  and  the  Lake  Shore 
Gas  Coal  Company  and  other  coal  mines  represented  by 
complainants  In*  siding  up  coal  cars  or  gondolas  and  con- 
verting them  into  cai>  snitabhr  for  the  coke  trade,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  the  coal  trade  was  ma^lc  to  suffer  and  languish. 

4.  Whether  the  Pittrtburjrh  a»jd  L-'ike  Erie  Railroad  Com- 
pany failed  to  compel  the  various  mills  and  furnaces  located 
along  its  lin*-  to  unload  on-,  lim^-stone,  and  iron  promptly 
from  its  cars,  1-ut  allow*  d  th<-i]j  Up  htand  loaded  for  davB  at 
a  time  on  th*'ir  hi'iiu^fj^,  and  tii'-n-by  gavif  an  unlawful  pnjf- 
erence  in  this  matt'rr  t'*  th*-  undur-  and  unreasonable  preju- 
dice and  disadvanta^'^-  of  tiif-  Rainlniw  Coal  and  the  Lttke 
Shore  Gas  Coal  Company,  and  other  coal  miuftn  represeuied 
by  complainants. 

The  evidence  taken  in  this  procee^ling  is  verj'  volaminotui 
and  so  much  of  it  i^  r-in-umhtantial  in  its  iiature  that  it 
would  be  diffic-ujt,  if  not  impossiblf!',  tr>  undertake  to  gixmp 
the  {acts  separately  s^h  th' y  apjM^ar  upon  ea<;b  of  tbe  abora 
questions. 
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From  this  evidence  Ave  find  the  material  facts  to  be,  that 
the  Vittslnirgh  and  Lake  Erie  liailroad  Company   operates  a 

line  of  Kaihoad  from  New  Haven,  in  the  State  of  Pennsvl- 

• 

vaniu,  to  Younj^stown,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  a  distance  of 
13r).72  milrs.     Tliat  part  of  this  line  ])etween  Pittsburgh  asd 
New   Haven  is  known  as  the  Pittsburgh,  McKeesport  and 
You}^hio<^heny  railroad,  and  its  length  is  5ti.95    miles,  with 
branches,  and  it  is  opta'ated  under  a  lease  for  niiiety-uiue 
years,  made  January  1,  18S4,  to  the  Pittsburgh    and  Lakt) 
Erie  liailroad  ('onii)any,  that  company  and  the  Lake  Shore 
and   Micrhi^an    Southern   Kailway   Company    guaranteeing 
six  per  cent,  interest  on  the  V)()nds  and  six  per  cent.  diTidends 
on  the  stoek  of  the  Pittsburgh,  McKeesport  and  Youghio- 
gheny  railroad.     The  balance  of  this  line  operated  by   the 
Pittsburgh   and  Lake  Erie   Eailioad  Company   is  between 
rittsburgli  and  Youngstown,  Ohio.     At  Youngstown,  Ohio, 
tlie  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company  connects 
with  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  llailwav  Com- 
pany,  which  extends  to  Ashtabuhi,  on  Lake  Erie.     At  Y'oungs- 
towii,  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company  con- 
nects also  with  the  N(*w  York,  Prnnsvlvania  and  Ohio  Rail- 
road  Company,  which  extends  from  Youngstown  to  Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

On  the  20th  day  of  October,  1877,  several  contracts  refer- 
ing  to  and  dependent  u])on  eaeh  other  were  made  by  and 
between  the  Atlantic  and  Great  Western  Railroad  Company, 
(now  known  as  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  Rail- 
road Com])any),  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Coni- 
])any,  the  Youngstown  and  Pittsburgh  Railroad  Company, 
the  Cleveland  and  Mahoning  Valley  Railroad  Company,  and 
the  Lak(^  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company. 
The  first  of  thest>  was  a  trust  deed  and  stock  subscription  for 
the  construction  and  com])letion  of  tlu^  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Erie  railroad,  tlirough  from  Pittsburgh  to  I'^oungstown,  and  , 
was  signed  by  the  several  railroads  named,  and  also  by  a 
large  number  of  ])rivate  individual  subscribers  to  the  stock. 
It  is  recited  as  ])art  of  this  trust  deed  and  contract  of  sub- 
scription, that  among  other  objects  had  in  view  by  the  con- 
tracting railroads  and  the  subscribers  to  the  stock,  in  addition 
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to  the  construction  and  completion  of  tlie  railroad  from 
Pittsburgh  to  Youngstown,  was  that  said  railroad  when 
constructed,  "  should  never  be  consolidated  with  any  of  the 
leading  railroad  lines  of  the  country  nor  leased  to  any  of 
them,  and  that  the  same  shall  be  forever  conducted  as  an 
independent  railway,  and  that  the  same  shoidd  be  so  con- 
ducted and  so  managed,  that  all  raiboads  connecting  with  it 
ut  Youngstown  and  elsewhere  shall  have  the  same  facilities 
for  conducting  business  over  the  same,  into  and  out  of  Pitts- 
burgh, and  that  no  special  favors,  charges,  or  privileges  shall 
ever  be  given  to  any  railway  or  railways,  and  the  said  rail- 
way Hhall  never  be  allowed  to  pass  into  the  hands  of  any 
other  railroad  company  or  companies,  nor  in  any  way  be 
subjected  to  the  control,  direction,  or  management  of  any 
other  railway  or  officers  thereof  in  such  manner  as  to  de- 
j)riv(j  the  people  of  Pittsburgh  and  the  stockholders  of  the 
said  railroad  company  from  the  benefit  which  they  would 
<lorive  by  way  of  competition  and  otherwise  from  said  rail- 
ri>ad  being  kept  and  maintained  as  a  free  and  independent 
lino  nnd  operated  in  the  interest  of  and  under  the  control  of 
the  stockholders."  It  also  provides  for  the  *' making  of  a 
continuous  independent  line  of  railroad  from  Pittsburgh  to 
Cleveland,  and  also  to  Ashtabula  by  way  of  Youngstown," 
to  accomplish  which  it  is  recited  that  "  contracts  have  been 
entered  into  for  close  running  arrangements  and  the  ex- 
change of  Imsiness  between  the  Atlantic  and  Great  Western 
llailroad  Company  and  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  South- 
ern Railway  Company  and  the  said  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Eri(^  Railroad  Company,  and  the  Youngstown  and  Pittsburgh 
Railroad  Company,  coj)ies  of  which  contracts  are  attached 
hereto  and  made  a  part  hereof  and  marked  A,  B  and  C."  These 
contracts  providing  for  these  close  running  arrangements  and 
the  exchange  of  business  are  before  us  and  we  have  carefully 
examined  them.  Neither  of  them  contain  any  provision  that 
is  in  conflict  with  the  right  of  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan 
Southern  Railroad  Company,  and  the  Atlantic  and  Great 
Western  Railroad  Company  to  give  directions  as  to  the 
traffic  in  the  hauling  of  which  their  cars  shall  be  used,  when 
furnished  by  either  of  them  to  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie 
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Railroad  Company  to  he  loaded  and  returned  to  points  on  their 
7'espective  lines. 

Subsequently  tlie  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Com- 
pany by  a  lease,  Avhicli  is  in  evidence  before  us,  and  some  of 
the  terms  of  which  have  already  been  stated,  acquired  the 
right  to  operate  the  Pittsburgh,  McKeesport  &  Youghiogheny 
raili'oad  from  the  lirst  day  of  January,  1884,  for  ninety-nine 
years.  In  this  lease  it  is,  amongst  other  things,  provided 
that  the  Lake  Shore  Company  shall  at  all  times  have  the  right 
to  make  such  rates  to  and  from  com]>etitive  points  readied 
by  the  road  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Company  and 
the  road  of  the  said  Pittsburgh,  McKees^ioii;  and  Youghio- 
gheny Railroad  Company  as  will  enabh*  it  to  compete  with 
other  roads  for  the  same  or  similar  traffic,  but  that  such 
rates  shall  be  so  made  and  adjusted  between  the  several 
lines  on  all  business  to  or  from  the  Youghiogheny  Company's 
r<\ad  on  the  same  basis,  thnn^-fourths  of  one  per  cent,  min- 
imum ton  per  mile  to  the  Pittsburgh  (.\)m])any,  and  so  as  in 
nowise,  with  n^ference  to  any  traffic,  to  interfere  with  the 
rates  and  division  of  rates  and  th(^  other  provisions  of  a  cer- 
tain (!ontra(;t  between  the  Pittsburgh  Company  and  tlui 
Youngstown  and  Pittsl)urgh  Raih-oad  Company,  of  the  first 
])art,  and  the  Lake  Shore  Comj)any,  of  the  second  j^art,  dated 
October  W,  1877. 

Under  these  traffic  arrangc^monts  the  chief  shipments  of 
coal  and  coke  over  the  Pittsl)urgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad 
(\)mpany  is  north  and  west  from  Pittsburgh,  and  are  to 
(  leA^(jland  by  way  of  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Oliio 
Railroad  from  Youngstown,  and  to  Ashtal)ula,  on  Lake  Erie, 
by  way  of  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Railway. 
There  is  also  at  certain  seasons  of  tlu^  vear  a  considerable 
shipment  of  coal  to  Buffalo,  X.  Y.,  over  the  Lake  Shore  and 
Michigan  Southern  Railway,  though  greatly  less  in  amount 
than  to  Cleveland  or  Ashtabuhi,  but  this  has  not  usually 
been  done  during  the  season  wlien  the  na^dgation  of  the 
lakes  is  open,  in  the  months  of  September  and  October,  and 
up  to  the  20th  of  November.  There  are  a  great  many  fur- 
naces and  rolling  mills  along  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Lake  Erie  Railroad.     From  the  time  of  the  opening  of  the 
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Great  Lakes  for  navigation,  which  usually  occurs  about  the 
first  of  May,  until  navigation  is  closed  upon  them,  which 
usually  occurs  al>out  the  20th  of  November  in  each  year, 
there  is  an  immense  shipment  of  coal  and  coke  over  the  Pitts- 
burgh and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  to  Youngstown  for  Ashtabula 
and  Cleveland,  and  from  these  ports  this  coal  and  coke  are 
transported  to  other  points.  A  great  deal  of  this  coke  is 
used  in  smelting  ore  at  the  furnaces  and  mills  along  the 
line  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Bailroad  and  its  con- 
nections, the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  railway 
and  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  railroad.  The 
cars  which  transport  this  coal  and  coke  to  the  ports  of  Ash- 
tabula and  Cleveland  in  groat  part  are  promptly  loaded 
with  return  loads  of  ore  from  the  Lake  Superior  mines  to 
Pittsburgh,  Bessemer,  and  other  points  where  there  are  mills 
and  furnaces  along  the  lines  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Itake 
Erie  railroad.  A  car-load  or  train-load  of  coal  or  coke,  as 
the  case  may  be,  leaves  points  on  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Erie  railroad  one  day,  and  the  next  day  thereafter  it  is  in 
Ashtabula  or  Cleveland,  as  the  case  may  bo,  and  unloaded, 
and  the  following  day  it  is  back  again  at  Pittsburgh  or 
Ijessemor  with  a  return  load  of  ore  from  Ashtabula  or  Cleve- 
land. If  the  same  cars  should  cany  loads  of  coal  from 
])oints  on  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  to  Buffalo, 
they  would,  und(ir  th(i  best  connections  usually  made,  be 
gone  from  their  line  for  a  period  of  at  least  a  week — more 
frequently  ten  days,  and  (^ftoii  two  weeks.  From  this  it  has 
resulted  that  an  average  of  ten  ears  with  coal  go  over  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  to  Ashtabula  and  fifteen 
to  Cleveland,  as  the  case  may  l)e,  where  one  of  such  cars 
goes  to  Buffalo.  The  interchange  of  business  between  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  and  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania 
and  Ohio  railroad  is  much  larger  than  that  between  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  and  any  other  connecting 
road.  The  bulk  of  the  business  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Erie  railroad  is  north  and  west,  but  it  also  interchanges  busi- 
ness with  the  Pennsj'lvania  and  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  rail- 
roads for  points  south  and  east.  The  trade  between  Buffalo 
and  Pittsburgh  over  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad 
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is  principally  heavy  freights  from  the  canal  and  some  mer- 
chandise. This  heavy  freight  consists  chiefly  of  rails,  billets, 
blooms,  and  wire  rods. 

During  the  period  in  which  the  complaint  is  made  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company  had  an  equip- 
ment consisting  of  931  gondola  coal  cars,  404  box  cars,  and 
404  coke  cars;  and  in  addition  to  this,  100  flat  cars,  one  box 
car,  thirteen  coke  cjvs,  and  150  coal  cars,  used  on  that  por- 
tion of  the  road  known  as  the  Pittsburgh,  McKeesport  and 
Youghioglieny  railroad.  This  was  a  larger  equipment  than 
this  road  ewer  had  before.  The  gondolas  were  for  the  busi- 
ness of  coke  and  coal,  and  most  of  them  were  used  in  the 
C/leveland  trafiic.  They  are  open  cars  with  siding.  Box  cars 
are  sometimes  used  for  hauling  coal  or  coke  long  distances, 
though  this  is  not  the  case  when  such  cars  are  new,  and 
gondolas  are  rarely  usenl  for  hauling  coal  or  coke  long  dis- 
tances. Generally  the  coal  business  is  a  little  larger  on  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  than  the  coke  business. 
The  bulk  of  the  coke  trade  is  done  in  foreign  cars — that  is, 
cars  of  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  railway  and 
the  Now  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  railror.d,  and  the 
Cleveland,  Columbus,  Cincinnati  and  Indianapolis  railway. 
The  bulk  of  the  equipment  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie 
railroad  is  used  for  its  local  business  between  New  Haven 
and  Youngstown. 

Prior  to  the  first  of  September,  in  the  year  1887,  and,  in- 
deed, up  to  the  middle  of  that  month,  it  is  not  shown  that 
complaint  had  been  made  of  an  insufliciency  of  cars  for  the 
coal  and  coke  trade  along  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Lake  Erie  railroad.  There  had  l)een  a  strike  among  ihi) 
laborers  at  the  coke  mines  along  its  line,  which  commenced 
in  May,  1887,  and  lasted  until  July  of  that  year,  and  during 
that  period  the  coke  mines  had  done  but  little  work;  but 
the  laborers  of  the  coke  mines  very  generally  resumed  work 
in  August,  and  from  that  time  on  there  was  a  large  output 
from  tln^se  mines.  From  the  upper  lakes  there  were  exceed- 
ingly hijj^h  rates  and  an  unusually  large  business  for  the 
boats  during  the  summer  and  fall  of  1887.  These  vessels 
demanded  high  rates  on  coal  and  coke,  which  the  coal  and 
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coke  men  refused  to  pay,  apd  iu  this  way  there  was  a  stand- 
off between  them  for  a  period  of  two  or  three  months,  dur- 
ing which  time  the  vessels  returned  empty  from  Ashtabula 
and  Cleveland  to  the  upper  lakes.  These  vessels  were  not 
owned  or  controlled  by  these  railroad  companies.  At  last, 
and  during  the  latter  part  of  September,  the  coal  and  coke 
men  vielded  to  the  rates  of  the  vessels,  and  then  there  was 
a  general  rush  for  cars  for  coal  and  coke,  crowding  a  volume 
of  shii)nuuits  of  these  articles  over  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Erie  railroad,  which  should  naturally  have  been,  in  the  regu- 
lar course  of  business,  distributed  over  a  period  of  four 
months,  into  a  period  of  as  many  weeks.  There  was  a  much 
greatc^r  demand  than  usual  for  coke  for  the  Lake  Superior 
region  as  well  as  for  the  furnaces  and  rollij^g  mills  along  the 
lMtts])urgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad.  The  Lake  Superior 
mines  shij^ped  4,400,000  tons  of  ore  during  the  season  of 
1887  against  3,400,000  tons  for  the  j)revious  year,  and  that  re- 
sulted, of  course^  in  a  larger  consumption  of  coke  to  smelt 
this  ore.  It  also  n^.ade  much  greater  demands  than  ever  be- 
fore^ on  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  for  cars  to 
bring  tliis  on^  from  Cleveland  and  Ashtabula  to  Pittsburgh, 
l>essiMner,  and  the  mills  and  furnac(^s  along  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Lake  Eri(i  railroad.  Shipments  in  business  of  every 
oih(T  class  during  this  time  were  also  very  heavy.  TIio 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  has  but  a  single  track. 
Tliere  was  encmgh  business  to  have  kept  employed  during 
this  unprecenttid  rush  of  business  more  than  double  its 
number  of  cars,  operated  u])on  two  tracks  instead  of  one. 
Th(^  Lak(^  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  railway  furnished 
ab(^ut  000  fnMght  cars  to  aid  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie 
Ilailroad  Company  in  this  crisis.  The  New  York,  Penn- 
sylvania and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  from  some  cause, 
w  hich  the  evidcMice  does  not  explain,  was  unable  to  aid  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Eri(»-  Ilailroad  Company  with  as  largo 
a  number  of  cars  as  it  had  theretofore  done  during  tho 
months  of  Sc^ptember  and  October,  1887.  The  daily  capa- 
city of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  road  from  Pittsburgh 
to  Youngstown  is  about  000  freight  cars,  and  the  evidence 
bhows  that   from  the  middle  of   September  to  tho  middle  of 
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October,  1887,  it  waH  worked  to  itn  utmost  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  fn^iglit  over  that  poiiiou  of  its  line,  and  that  with 
ull  the  carii  it  r(*ccived  from  its  coimoeting  lines  added  to 
its  owu  there  Avas,  what  is  called  in  railroad  trunsportation, 
*^  a  ear  famine/'  and  it  could  ^ive  to  the  mines  aloDg  the 
line  of  its  road  not  more  than  about  half  what  they  required 
for  the  transportation  of  coal  and  coke.  This  condition  of 
ailairs  lasted  until  the  close;  of  navigation  in  the  lakes,  about 
the  20th  of  NovtMnbt.T,  alter  which  time  there  were  plenty  of 
cars  tor  all  purposes,  except,  perliaps,  coke. 

Waih*  this  c^omlition  of  afl'airs  was  existing  in  Pennsyl- 
vania and  Oliio  idon<{  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Erie  r:iih-o;id  and  tin*  Lakt?  Shon*  and  Michigan  South- 
(irn  raiUvjiy,  extending  to  Ashtabuhi,  and  the  New  York, 
Ptmnsylvania  and  Ohio,  extendinj^  to  Cleveland  from  Youngs- 
town,  th(ire  was  what  is  known  as  a  coal  blockade  at  Buffalo, 
MT.  Y.,  and  the  cars  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  raihroad 
and  the  Micliigan  Southern  railway,  carrying  coal  to  Bnf- 
fah),  were  detaincul  on  the  sidinj^s  ihove  from  two  to  three 
weeks  l)el'ore  tliey  were  returncMl  to  the  line  of  the  Pittsbui^h 
and  Lake  Erie  railroad,  and  in  consequence  of  this  strin- 
gent orders  wi»re  issued  by  the  eliief  officers  of  the  Pitts- 
burgli  and  Lake  Erie  and  tluj  Michigan  Southern  against 
haviuj^  any  of  tlieir  cars  loaded  for  Buffalo  from  points 
along  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad,  the  object 
of  this  l)eing  to  keep  tlieir  cars  at  home  along  their  own  line 
for  the  <i;reat  and  unprecedented  work  that  was  before  them 
in  transporting  the  coal  and  coke  to  Ashtabula  and  ClcTe- 
land,  and  to  tlie  mines  and  rolling  mills  along  their  lines, 
and  in  bringing  tlie  ore  back  from  Cleveland  and  Ashtabula 
to  these  ])oints,  as  well  as  in  kee])ing  their  general  merchan- 
dise freij^dit  moving.  It  was  durin«jc  this  period  that  com- 
])lainants  had  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  coal  from  the 
mines  th(^y  represented,  namely,  the  Rainbow  Coal  Company 
and  th(^,  Lak(}  Shore  Gas  Coal  Company,  for  deUvery  at  Buf- 
falo, N.  Y.,  wliere  the  ])rice  of  coal  was  slightly  higher  than 
at  Ashtabula  or  at  Cleveland,  and  it  is  in  regard  to  this  that 
their  com}>]aint  is  made :  that  they  were  not  furnished  with 
their  proportion  of  cars  upon  application  made  by  them  to 
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tlio  ritt«bur}j;h  and  Lake  Erio  Railroad  Company  for  this 
purpose.  The  evidence  does  not  sliow  that  any  other  per- 
son a])f)lied  to  the  e()m])any  lor  coal  cars  to  Buffalo  during 
this  period,  although  it  does  show  that  it  refused  to  allow  its 
eoal  cjirs  to  go  there  for  any  shipper  during  this  period  on 
account  of  the  facts  hiTcin  stated.  The  distance  from 
YouHgstown  to  Butl'alo,  by  the  Lake.  Shore  and  Michigan 
Soutliern  railway,  is  191  miles,  and  from  Youngstown  to 
Asht.ibuhi,  \)y  tlie  same  line,  is  (>'2  miles;  the  distance  from 
Youngstown  to  Clevehmd.  by  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania 
and  Ohio  raih"oad,  is  07  niik^s. 

The  manner  in  wliich  cars  are  furnished  for  coal  ship- 
ments to  the  mines  is  upon  nu^uisition  made  by  the  mines 
for  so  many  cars  per  day.  These  recpiisiticms  frequently 
call  for  mori^  cars  than  the  mines  actual! v  need,  and  it  would 
appear  that  this  was  done  (.mt  of  abundant  caution  on  the 
part  of  the  mines  that  they  might  have  a  sufficiency  of  cars 
for  their  pur[)oses,  but  it  would  have  resulted  in  some  mines 
obtaining  more  than  they  needed  and  others  less  than  they 
were  entitltHl  to  if  it  had  not  been  controlled,  as  far  as  could 
l)e  done,  by  the  railroad  company  using  a  vigilant  discretion 
in  supplying  the  mines  according  to  tluar  actual  output 
daily,  instead  of  accordi^ig  to  their  recpiisitions.  It  is  but 
])rop(n'  to  state  that  the  Rainbow  Coal  Company  and  tho 
Lake  Shore  Gas  Coal  Company  and  the  other  mines  reprc- 
s(Mited  by  complainant*  are  not  shown  by  evidence  to  have 
been  guilty  of  liaving  made  any  such  exaggerated  requisi- 
tions, but  others  did,  and  the  company  was  put  upon  tho 
exercise  of  a  vigilant  discretion  in  all  its  dealings  of  thiti 
cliaracter  from  the  caust^s  named.  The  custom  is  for  tho 
fnrnn<-e  to  furnisli  its  own  siding.  If  the  furnaces  do  not 
uidoM'l  tlu^  or<^  and  coal  promptly  it  is  done  by  the  railroad 
com])any,  and  demurrage;  is  charged  without  preference. 
Th(^  ruh;  of  the  com])any  is  to  allow  twenty-four  hours  of 
daylight  for  th(»  unloading  of  a  car  by  the  furnaces.  In 
sonn*  instances,  whei-e  tlie  consignees  of  freight  to  be  deliv- 
eriMl  were  not  at  fault,  the  company  did  not  charge  demur- 
ra<.r'\  but  tlicsf^  were  exc(^])tional. 

AVherever  cars  were   furnished  by  the   Lake  Shore   and 


I)S4  INTEIISTATE   COMMERCE  COMMISSION   KEPOBTS. 

Michigan  Soutliem  to  the  Pittsburgh  and   Lake  Erie  rnil- 
joacl  or  by  tlic  New  York,  PeniJS3'lvauia  and  Ohio  raibroad, 
or  by  th(j  Ch^vi^aud,  Cohiiiiburt,  Cincinnati  and  Indianapolis 
railway,  the.  ruh)  was  that  they  were  furnished  under  instruc- 
tions or  (liroetious  as  to  the  freight  with  which  they  were  to 
be  k)a(hMl  fi^r  return  to  tliose  lines,  though   not  as  to  the 
sliippers  by  name  personally  who  were  to  be  served,  and 
the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  loaded  these  cars   thus  fur- 
nished iuid  retiirntMl  tliem  in  the  manner  indicitod  h\  those 
instruc^tions  or  directions.     Various  causes  frequently  caused 
delay  in   Ion  ding  cars  at  the   mines,  even  when   coal  was  an 
liand  for  that  jmrpose.     If  a  miner  died  the  miuei-s  all.weiit 
out  and  tlie  mine  stopped  for  the  time  being.     If  tht^re  was 
a  break  in  the   machinery  in   shifting  the    engines,  putting 
th(».  (!ars  into  the  mines  or  in  unloading  them,  this  caused 
(hday.     The  mines  were  not  arranged  for  loading  box  cai-s, 
beeause  their  chut(?s  were  not  made  for  that  purj)ose.     The 
Lake  Sliore  Gas  Coal  Mine  could  load  box  curs   bv  shovel- 
ing,  l)ut  the  liaiidiow  Coal  Mine  could  not  do  so  in  Septem- 
[n\Y  and  Octob(*r,  1887.     Amongst  other  methods  resorted  to 
by  the  railroad  companies  to  compel  the  furnace  men,  mill 
men,  and    mine    men  to  h)ad  or  to  unload    ears    promptly 
was  that  of  "  shutting  them  oft',"  as  it  was  called — that  is,  re- 
fusing to  give  tln?m  more  cars  until  they  had  loaded  or  un- 
loaded, as  tiie  case  may  be,  the  cars  they  had — and  this  seems 
to  have  been  rcisorted  to  very  frequently  during  last   sum- 
nu^r  and  fall  by  the  Pittsburgh   and    Lake   Erie    Railroad 
Comjiany  and  its  connecting  lin(^s,  the  Lake  Shore  and  Mich- 
igan Southern  and  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio 
Rnilroad  Companies.     During  the  pressure  for  the  shipment 
of  cok(^  it  aj^pears  that  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Rail- 
road C()m]>any  found  it  necessary  to   side-up  coal   cars  or 
gondolas,  as  they  are  called,  for  the  use  of  the  coke  trade, 
Lut,   as  jdready  stat(Ml,  these   are   cars  which   can  be   used 
(Mther  for  the  cojd  oj:.cpfctt.trade. 

The  Pittsburgh  'and  Lak<»  Erie  Railroad  Company  pro- 
duc(Hl  in  evid(mc(»,  all  its  billing  books  and  car-moving  rec- 
ords (lining  the  period  to  which  the  ccmtrovei^sy  relates.  Its 
president,  superintendent,  general  manager,   freight    agent. 
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and  master  of  trains  were  each  examined  as  witnesses  at 
length,  answering,  so  far  as  we  could  see,  fully  and  unre- 
st rvtMlly  ill]  the  questions  propounded  to  tliem,  and  each 
testified  that  in  the  shiy)iuent  of  freights  and  distribution  of 
cars  that  he  had  given  no  preference  and  knew  of  none  that 
bad  l)(HMi  given  by  the  company  or  any  of  its  agents  to  any 
sliipper  over  any  other  shipper  concerning  any  of  the  mat- 
ters involved  in  this  complaint,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
that  contradicted  them  in  these  respects. 

The  conclusions  we  have  reached  upon  this  evidence  and 
the  reasons  therefor  onlv  remain  to  be  stated. 

1.  The  first  ground  of  complaint  is  that  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company,  during  the  period  com- 
mencing September  28,  1887,  and  ending  October  12  of  the 
same  year,  violati^d  section  3  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce, 
ai)pr()vcd  February  4,  1887,  by  giving  an  unlawful  prefer- 
(^nce  to  other  coal  mines  situated  along  that  portion  of  its 
line  known  as  the  Pittsburgh,  McKeesport  and  Toughiogheny 
railroad  in  not  having  furnished  their  proportion  of  cars 
daily  to  the  Ilainbow  Coal  Company  and  the  Lake  Shore 
(ras  Co'aI  Company  for  shipments  of  coal  to  BuflFalo,  in  the 
State  of  New  York. 

By  wliat  cinistruction  the  evidence  in  this  proceeding 
could  be  lu^ld  to  sustain  the  charge  we  are  unable  to  per- 
('( iv(^  The  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  is  a  local, 
interior  road,  with  its  termini  at  New  Haven,  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  Youngstown,  in  the  State  of  Ohio  ;  and 
it  docs  not  extend  to  PufTalo.  The  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Mrie  llailroad  Com])any  was  not  then  permitting  any  of  its 
coal  cars  to  go  to  Bntiah)  for  reasons  which  were  sufficient 
and  in  no  way  in  conflict  with  either  the  spirit  or  letter  of 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regiUate  commerce. 
These  reasons  were  that  (m  account  of  causes,  for  which  it 
was  in  no  sense  responsible  and  for  which  it  could  in  no  way 
be  justly  blamed,  it  then  had  more  Avork  than  it  could  possi- 
i)ly  do  in  transporting  freights  over  its  own  line,  and  if  it  had 
j)ermitte(l  its  coal  cars  to  go  to  Buffalo  with  coal  for  these  two 
mines  it  would  have  resulted  in  these  cars  being  absent  from 
its  line  ior  certainly  one  week  and  more  probably  ten  days  or 
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two  wooks,  according  to  the  evidence,  and  it   wonld  haye 
thi»r<il)V  rendered  itself  less  able  to  serve  all  the  business  over 
its  line.     If  complainants  had  a  right  to  insist  that  this  com- 
pany should  send  its  cars  at  such  a  time  with  coal  to  Buffalo, 
then  eviTV  other  coal  mine  on  its  line  had  the  same  right, 
and  tliis  would  have  stripped  this  railroad  of  its  equipment, 
leaving  the  other  business  along  its  line  to  go  to  ruin,  but 
none  of  tlnim  had  any  such  right.     The  company  had  its 
legal  duty  U)  perform.     Its  first  and  most  paramount  legal 
duty  to  the  shi})ping  public  was  to  make  its  entire  freight 
equi})ment  do  its  utmost  in  serving  the  shippers  along  its 
own  lint^     For  this  purpose,  amongst  others,  it  had  been 
chartered  by  the  States  of  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio,  and  for 
this  purpose,  chiefly,  it  had  been  constructed  by  those  who 
had   furnished  their  means  in  subscribing  to  its   stock.     If 
bt'tweini  the  28th  of  September,  1887,  and  the  12th  of  No- 
vember following,  when,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  this  rail- 
road eonij)any  was  unabh^  by  its  utmost  efforts,  with  all  of 
its  f relight  etiuipment  added  to  that  of  the  freight  cars  sup- 
l)lied  to  it  by  its  connecting  lines,  to  move  promptly  more 
than  on<?-lia]f  of  th(i  freights  as  fast  as  they  accumidatod  along 
its  line,  it  had    furnishexl   coal    cars   to   the   mines  of  the 
Ilain])ow  and  Lak(»  Shore  Gas  Coal  Companies  to  ship  coal 
to    Buffalo    in    order    that    they    might     obtain    a    better 
price  for  it  than   other  shippers  along  its  line  were  receiv- 
ing   at    Cleveland    and   Ashtabula,   and    this,  too,   when   it 
was  nifusing  cai-s  to  all  otlier  shippers  of  coal  to  Buffalo, 
thus  giving  to  complainants  this  exceptional  advantage,  it  is 
quite    possible*,   that    it  would   have   been   guilty  of  a   vio- 
lation both  of  the  letter  and   spirit  of  section  three  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce.     ITnder  such  circumstances  the 
legal  duty  of  this  railroad  company  Avas,  as  the  evidence 
;shows  it  did,  to  o])erate  its  cars  so  as  to  keep  them  as  much 
as  possible  on  its  line  and  confined  to  the  business  of  its  line. 
If,  in  that  crisis,  it  could  not  furnish  sufficient  cars  to  all 
the  shippers  along  its  line  for  the  amount  of  their  freight, 
then  it  was  its  duty  to  have  done  what  is  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence it  did,  and  this  was  to  fairlv  endeavor  to  furnish  its 
cars  to  shippers  of  coal  in  proj)ortion  to  their  shipments 
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ov(»r  its  lino  upon  a  basis  that  was  relatively  and  substan- 
tially just. 

While  these  shippers  all  complained,  as  was  to  be  expected 
from  men  whose  business  was  no  doubt  suflfering,  that  they 
(lid  not  have  as  many  cars  as  they  needed  to  ship  their  coal 
and  coke  as  fast  as  they  were  ready  to  ship  it,  yet  it  is  but 
fair  to  presume  that  as  intelligent  men  they  were  generally 
sufficiently  cognizant  of  the  fact  to  know  that  this  railroad 
company  was  hot  to  blame  for  the  excessive  volume  of 
freights  that  had  been  held  back  during  the  summer  and 
(uirly  fall  on  account  of  the  high  rates  of  vessels  on  the  lakes, 
and  then  at  the  last  moment  had  been  rushed  in  upon  it  to 
be  transportcul  over  its  lino.  This  railroad  company  did  not 
own  any  of  those  vessels  or  have  any  control  over  them, 
and,  as  for  that  matter,  the  evidence  docs  not  show  that  any 
of  those  vessels  w(>ro  owned  or  controlled  by  any  of  its  con- 
necting lines.  Neither  this  company,  therefore,  nor  any  of 
ih(»se  railroad  companies,  are  shown  by  the  evidence  to  have 
becMi  int(*rested  in  or  rospcmsiblo  for  the  high  rates  charged 
by  th(  se  vessels.  In  the  light  of  the  evidence,  it  is  also  but 
fair  to  presume  that  these  shippers  knew  the  unprecedented 
volume  of  freights  that  the  company  was  obliged  to  trans- 
port to  the  mills  and  furnaces  at  Pittsburgh,  Bessemer,  and 
other  points  along  its  line,  coming  by  way  of  Toungstown 
from  Cleveland  and  Ashtabula.  These  shippers  must  have 
known,  and  so  did  the  company,  that  at  the  utmost  this 
(trisis  would  end  wlu^n  navigation  closed  on  the  lakes,  about 
tiny  2()th  of  NovcmlxT,  and  that  then  there  would  be  plenty 
of  cars  for  all. 

Th(i  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Com- 
])any,  and  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  Railroad 
(^)nipany  are  not  parties  to  this  proceeding.  The  complain- 
ants in  d(^veloping  their  case  were  permitted  to  show  in 
evid(Mice  th(^  traffic;  arrangements  existing  between  these  two 
(rompanii^s,  and  th(i  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  com- 
pany, for  the  purpose  of  throwing  all  the  light  that  this 
would  do,  if  any,  upon  the  matters  involved  in  their  com-* 
])laint.  It  appears  from  this  evidence  that  during  the  period 
to  which  this  complaint  refers,  as  weU  as  prior  to  that  time. 
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that  iho  Lak(3  Skoro  and  Michigan  Southern  Bailwaj  Com- 
pany, the  New  York  Poiiiisylvauia  and  Ohio  Hailroad  Com- 
pany, and  the  ClevoLind,  Columbus,  Cincinnati  and  Indian- 
apolis Hallway  Company  occrasionally  sent  their  cars  from 
iiliitir  lines  to  points  on  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Bail- 
road,  with  instructions  or  directions  to  be  loaded  with  cer- 
tain kinds  of  frei<^ht  di^signated  and  returned  to  points  on 
their  lines,  respectively.     The  right  of  these  companies  to  do 
this  was  not  questioned  on  the  hearing  by  the  counsel  for 
complainants,  exce2)t  only  as  it  was  made  the  means  of  un- 
just discrimination,  if  any,  by  the  Pittsburgh  and   Liake  Erie 
llailroad   Company  against  the   complainants  in    the    ship- 
ment of  their  freight.     The  evidence  does  not  show  that  it 
was   productive  of  any  such   unjust   discnmination    against 
])Iaintifls  or  any  other  shippers.     Such  cars  were    sent   for 
designated  traffic  and  not  to  designated  persons,    and   the 
(effect  of  it  was  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  all  shippers  along 
the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  E>ailroad  Company 
by  enabling  that  company  the  better  and  more  promptly  to 
move  their  freight. 

The  inability  of  this  company  to  furnish  complainants 
instantly  upon  demand  all  the  cars  they  needed  for  sliip- 
ment  of  coal  from  the  mines  they  represented,  resulting 
from  the  causes  and  in  the  manner  shown  in  the  evidence, 
was  not  subjecting  them  **  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable 
j)rejudice  or  disadvantage  in  any  respect  whatever"  within 
tlie  meaning  of  section  3  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
The  vast  fluctuations  and  unforeseen  developments  of  com- 
merce or  the  fault  or  misfortune  of  some  one  or  more  con- 
necting lines  may  occasionally  bring  about  a  condition  of 
affaiis  in  which  the  best  managed  railroad,  and  with  the 
most  ample  freight  equipment,  is  unable  to  move  at  once  as 
j)romptly  as  tendered  all  the  freight  upon  its  line,  and  this 
without  any  fault  of  its  own.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
freight  equipment  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Rail- 
road Company  had  been  unequal  to  the  business  of  th^ 
previous  season,  and  yet  in  the  season  the  latter  part  of 
which  is  complained  of  it  appears,  in  the  exercise  of  good 
faith  and  prudent  preparation  in  the  line  of  its  duty,  to  haye 


KIDDLE,  DEAN  &  CO.  V.  PITTSBURGH  &  LAKE  ERIE  R.  R.  CO.    389 

iiicriijised  its  freight  equipmeut  over  what  it  had  been  in  the 
previous  season,  and  to  have  kept  it  well  in  hand  upon  its 
own  line  ior  the  movement  of  the  freight  of  that  line ;  and, 
in  addition  to  tliis,  it  iiad  a  right  to  rely  and  did  rely  upon 
its  arrangements  with  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  South- 
ern Kail  way  Company,  and  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania 
and  Ohio  Kailroad  Company  for  cars.  It  certainly  is  the 
duty  of  every  railroad  company  to  provide  itself  with  a  suffi- 
cient freight  equipment  and  to  keep  this  well  in  hand  for  the 
j)ronq)t  movement  of  freight  over  its  line,  based  upon  known 
and  probable  estimates  of  the  business  of  a  season.  This  the 
JMttshuigh  and  Lake  Erie  llailroad  Company  seems,  from 
the  <'videnee,  to  have  done;  but  when  an  immense  volume  of 
local  beight  was  held  back  by  shippers  for  several  months, 
and  then  precipitated  upon  them  by  this  carrier,  all  at  once, 
it  could  not  furnish  all  the  C-xrs  thus  demanded  for  the 
instant  movement  of  this  mass  of  accumulated  freight.  It 
did,  however,  do  all  in  its  power  to  move  this  freight  as 
(piickly  as  possible.  This  was  no  violation  of  the  third  sec- 
tion of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  • 

IT.  The  second  ground  of  complaint  is,  that  from  the  28th 
day  of  September,  1887,  to  the  12th  day  of  October  next  fol- 
lowiTig,  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company 
violated  section  3  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  by  giving 
an  unlawful  ])ref(Tence  to  the  coke  trade  in  the  region  of 
coke  along  its  line,  by  refusing  to  furnish  box  cars  to  the 
Rainbow  Coal  Company  and  the  Lake  Shore  Gas  Coal  Com- 
pany and  the  other  coal  mines  represented  by  complainants, 
and  by  furnishing  the  bulk  of  its  box  cars  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  coke. 

It  appears  from  tlie  evidence  that  there  was  a  strike  among 
the  coke  miners  about  the  1st  of  Mav,  1887,  which  lasted 
until  July  of  that  year,  and  that  they  resumed  work  gener- 
allv  and  activelv  in  the  month  of  August.  At  that  time 
iline  was  a  great  demand  for  coke  in  smelting  ore  from  the 
Lake  Su]ierior  mines  and  in  the  rolling-mills  and  furnaceH 
along  the  Vmo  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Company.     These  rolling  mills  and  furnaces  were  running 
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day  and  night,  and  it  required  all  that  the  coke  beds  and 
the  Piltsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company  could  do  to 
furnish  them  with  coke.  The  only  refusal  to  famish  box 
cars  to  the  Rainbow  and  the  Lake  Shore  Gas  Goal  Com- 
panies appears  to  have  been,  as  we  have  already  seen,  to 
transport  coal  to  Buffalo.  In  other  respects  they  appear 
to  have  received  their  proportion  of  cars  for  shipments  of 
coal  from  the  niiues.  Box  cars  are  used  exclusively  for  haul- 
ing coal  only  in  cases  of  long  hauls,  and  are  far  better 
adapted  to  the  transportation  of  coke  than  coal.  The  hauls 
of  coal  or  coke  from  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Zjake  Erie 
liailroud  during  this  season  were  short  hauls.  The  coal 
mines  along  this  road  had  no  chutes  to  load  box  cars  with 
coal,  and  this,  the  evidence  shows,  was  true  of  the  mines  of 
the  Rainbow  Coal  Company  and  the  Lake  Shore  Gas  Coal 
Company  during  the  time  to  which  this  complaint  relates. 
Tliere  is  a  strong  preponderance  of  evidence  to  the  effect 
that  the  bulk  of  the  box  cars  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Eiie  Railroad  Company,  during  the  time  complained  of,  were 
not  used  ii\  transporting  coke,  but  were  used  chiefly  in  tranS"- 
porting  general  merchandise  over  its  line.  This  ground  of 
complaint,  therefore,  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

III.  The  third  ground  of  complaint  is  that  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company,  in  violation  of  section  3 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  unlawfully  discriminated 
against  the  Rainbow  Coal  Company  and  the  Lake  Shore  Gas 
Coal  Company  and  other  mines  represented  by  complainants 
by  siding  up  coal  cars  or  gondolas  and  converting  tbem  into 
c.xrs  suitable  for  the  coke  trade,  in  consequence  of  which  the 
coal  trfide  was  made  to  suffer  and  languish. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  coal  and  coke  trades  aro 
nearly  equal  in  amount,  there  being  slightly  more  of  coal, 
and  that  the  number  of  cars  required  for  each  is  not  largely  dif- 
orent ;  and,  further,  that  what  are  known  as  gondolas  or  open 
flat  cars  sided  up  are  equally  as  serviceable  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  coal  as  of  ('oke.  We  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
company  had  been  siding-up  or  converting  into  gondolas  a 
considerable  number  of  its  open  flats,  and  that  these  could  bo 
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used  as  well  for  the  coal  trade  as  for  the  coke  trade.  The 
tividence  is  that  ever  since  navigation  closed  on  the  lakes, 
about  the  20tli  of  November,  and  while  there  are  plenty  of 
cars  for  all  else,  there  is  still  a  shortage  in  the  supply  of  cars 
for  the  coke  trade.  This  itself  is  a  suflScient  reason,  if  there 
were  no  other,  why  the  company  should  prepare  additional 
cars  for  the  coke  trade.  The  evidence  does  not  sustain  the 
cliarj^t^  that  from  the  cause  complained  of  the  coal  trade  is 
languishing. 

IV.  The  fourth  or  last  ground  of  complaint  is  that  the 
Pittsburgli  and  Lake  Erie  llailroad  Company  has  failed  to 
conip(^l  the  various  furnaces  and  mills  located  along  its  linen 
to  unload  ore,  liniostouo,  and  iron  promptly  from  its  cars, 
but  allows  tli(»se  cars  to  stand  loaded  for  days  at  a  time  on 
its  sidings,  tlioro])y  giving  an  unlawful  preference  in  the  use 
t)f  these  (^irs  to  tlie  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and 
disadvantagf^  of  the  Rainbow  and  Lake  Shore  Gas  Coal 
Conip;ini(»s  and  other  coal  mines  represented  by  com- 
l)lainants. 

AVo  find  from  the  evidence  that  not  only  the  mills  and 
furnaces  located  along  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Erie  railroad  sometimes  detain  its  cars  longer  than  neces- 
sary, rarely  for  more  than  two  or  three  days  at  a  time,  but 
that  other  shippers  have  also  detained  its  cars  occasionally 
in  the  same  manner  wlum  they  should  have  been  more 
promptly  unloaded.  This  is  proved,  however,  in  every  in- 
stance to  have  been  done  against  the  orders  and  instructions 
and  wishes  and  interest  of  the  railroad  company.  That 
company  appears  to  have  done  all  in  its  power  to  enforce 
tlie  prompt  unloading  of  those  cars  by  making  a  rule  that 
twenty-four  hours  of  daylight,  and  no  more,  should  be  al- 
lowed for  the  unloading  of  its  cars,  and  when  more  than  this 
was  tak(Mi,  unless  good  excuse  was  shown  for  it  on  the  part 
of  the  consignee,  demurrage  was  charged.  Besides  charg- 
ing this  demurrage,  it  is  shown  by  the  evidence  the  company 
us(hI  all  the  means  it  could  to  have  its  cars  unloaded  as 
j)rom})tly  as  ])ossil)le.  The  chief  instance  relied  upon  by 
the  complainants,    of    cars   standing    on    the    siding    near 
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McLaughlin's,  in  Pittsburgh,  is  satisfactorily  explained  and 
accounted  for  by  the  company,  and  it  was  shown  that  the 
company  was  not  at  fault  aild  was  not  guilty  of  giving  any 
preference  in  that  case.  It  frequently  happens  that  the  cars 
of  a  railroad  company  are  occasionally  kept  too  long  by 
shippers,  but  as  every  case  of  this  kind  is  clearly  against  the 
interest  of  the  railroad  company,  to  show  that  a  preference 
was  thereby  given  to  such  shipper  a  party  complaining 
would  have  to  introduce  evidence  which  would  show  that 
no  demurrage  was  charged  or  that  no  proper  efforts  were 
made  by  the  railroad  company  to  have  the  freight  loaded  or 
unloaded  more  quickly.  In  this  proceeding  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  railroad  company  did  all  in  its  power  to  have 
its  cars  loaded  and  unloaded  promptly  upon  sidings  and  by 
consignees.  It  frecjuently  went  to  the  extent  of  shutting  off 
mines  and  mills  becaiase  they  did  not  load  and  unload  its 
cars  promptly.  This  ground  of  complaint  is,  therefore,  not 
sustained  by  the  evidence. 

According  to  our  conclusions  above  stated,  the  complaint 
in  this  proceeding  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence.  It  is 
therefore  dismissed. 
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THOMAS  J.  REYNOLDS, 

vs. 

WESTERN  NEW  YORK  AND  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
WAY CO.  AND  G.  CLINTON  GARDNER,  Receiveb  of 
THE  Buffalo,  New  York  and  Philadelphia  Rairoad  Co. 

Triod  December  7,  1887 ;  decided  January  13,  1888. 

Classification  of  railroad  ties  should  corre8pond  with  that  of  other  rough 
lumber.     Raising  of  same  from  sixth  to  fifth  class  unjustifiable. 

Rates  established  by  a  common  carrier  in  order  to  keep  upon  its  line  mate- 
rial for  which  the  road  has  use,  or  to  keep  the  price  low  for  its  own  ad- 
vantage, cannot  be  justified. 

Producer  of  railioad  material  Is  entithid  to  sell  it  when  he  wishes,  in  the 
best  available  market,  (-ommon  carriers  are  forbidden  to  attempt  to 
prevent  this  by  applying  disproportionate  or  unreasonable  rates. 

Special  classification  of  lumber  should  be  extended  to  railroad  tiee  at  the 
points  in  question. 

J*J.  A.  Nash,  for  complainant. 
Geo.  Zahriskie,  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Walker,  Comraissioner : 

Complaint  of  jillegc^d  unreasonable  and  unjust  chaises  for 
the  transportation  of  railroad  ties.  The  answer  asserts  that 
the  charges  complained  of  are  reasonable  and  just. 

The  following  facts  are  found  from  the  proofs  : 

.Tl\e  railroad  in  question  extends  from  Rochester,  N.  Y., 
r.outliwcstorly  through  Olean  and  Salamanca  into  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania.  It  connects  at  Rochester  with  the  New 
York  Central  and  the  West  Shore  railroads,  at  Olean  with  the 
Delaware,  Lackawanna  and  Western,  and  at  Salamanca  with 
the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western.  It  was  formerly- 
owned  and  operated  by  the  Buffalo,  New  York  and  Phila- 
delphia Railroad  Company.  In  actions  brought  in  the 
L^nited  States  (jourts  of  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  upon  the  property  of  that  company,  G. 
Clinton  Gardner  was  appointed  receiver  May  20,  1885,  and 
hafo  eiiKte  operated  the  property  of  said  company  as  sucii  re- 
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ceivpr.  A  new  company  has  recently  been  org^-r'zed  nndsv 
Mio  foreclosure,  entitled  the  Western  New  York  and  I'enn&yl- 
vania  Railway  Company.  It  is  expected  that  said  receiver 
will  surrender  possession  to  the  latter  company  about  Janu- 
ary 1,  1888.  The  last-named  company  and  said  receiver  are 
the  parties  defendant  in  this  proceeding. 

Complainant  is  a  manufacturer  of  lumber  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  having  an  office  at  Rochester,  N.  Y.  He  owns 
several  thousand  acres  of  timber  land  near  the  line  of  said 
railroad,  in  the  vicinity  of  Corydon,  Pa. 

Corydon  is  distant  20  miles  from  Salamanca,  39  miles 
from  Olean,  and  147  miles  from  Rochester. 

For  several  years  complainant  has  been  engaged  in  manu- 
facturing lumber  in  Northern  Pennsylvania  upon  the  line  of 
said  railroad  and  of  the  Buffalo,  Rochester  and  Pittsbui^h 
railroad,  most  of  which  has  found  a  market  in  the  Sta£e  of 
New  York.  Much  of  his  timber  is  oak,  of  which  the  trunks 
are  sawn  into  squared  lumber  and  boards,  and  the  smaller 
trees,  pieces,  and  large  branches  manufactured  into  railroad 
ties,  both  sawn  and  hewn.  He  also  manufactures  ties  to 
some  extent  from  chestnut  and  hemlock.  The  purchasers  of 
his  ties  have  been  the  railroad  companies  above  named,  and 
other  roads  reached  over  said  intersecting  lines  through 
Salamanca,  Olean,  and  Rochester. 

Prior  to  June  15,  1887,  the  classification  in  use  upon  this 
road,  as  well  as  upon  other  roads  in  the  vicinity,  nominally 
placed  lumber  in  the  sixth  class,  in  which  railroad  ties  were 
included,  though  not  specially  named.  Lumber,  however, 
being  an  article  of  merchandise  of  consideraV)le  bulk  in  pro- 
portion to  its  value  and  in  respect  to  which  keen  competition 
is  met  among  producers,  has  for  a  long  time  been  specially 
treated,  forming  practically  a  class  by  itself,  and  receiving 
very  low  and  special  rates  ;  and  this  practice  continues  to  the 
present  time. 

Upon  this  road  lumber  and  ties  were  formerly  shipped  for 
complainant  at  identical  rates.  About  February,  1886,  the 
price  charged  for  transpoi*tation  of  tics  was  greatly  increased, 
so  that  complainant  ceased  their  shipment  for  a  time.  Upon 
the  taking  efi*oct  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  the  charges 
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upon  ties  and  the  method  of  collecting  the  same  were  so  ad- 
justed that  his  manufacture  and  shipment  thereof  were  re- 
sumed. On  July  15,  1887,  what  is  known  as  the  "  official 
(classification  No.  2  "  became  operative,  and  was  adopted  by 
the  defendant  in  common  with  the  other  roads  north  of  the 
Ohio  and  oast  of  the  Mississippi.  In  this  classification  lum- 
l)(?r  in  car-load  lots  is  in  class  6;  in  less  than  car-'load  lots, 
class  four.  Railroad  ties  in  car-load  lots  are  in  class  five ; 
in  less  than  car-load  lots,  class  four.  It  was  the  only  form  of 
rou<^h  lumber  which  was  raised  to  class  five  in  car-loads. 

D(^f(*ndant  has  continuously  maintained  its  low  special  rate 
upon  himber  without  re^^ard  to  its  being  classified  in  the  sixth 
class,  but  insists  upon  the  regular  fifth-class  tariff  rate  for 
railroad  ties.  Th(*re  have  existed  some  other  apparent  irreg- 
ularities which  have  presented  themselves  to  complainant's 
mind  as  matters  of  grievance,  arising  in  part  from  the  fact 
that  special  raters  were  given  him  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  comnu^rce,  in  part  from  a  misunderstand- 
ijig  about  pr(?-payment  of  freight,  and  in  part  from  the  fact 
that  after  th(^  act  became  operative  the  agents  of  the  railroad 
company  at  ])oints  of  shipment  failed  to  conform  to  the  in- 
structions furnished  them  in  respect  to  ascertaining  actual 
W(ughts,  but  at  times  allowed  complainant  to  load  cars  very 
heavily,  j)aying  only  the  price  of  twelve  tons,  in  respect  both 
to  himlxn*  and  ties.  This  irregularity  was  first  corrected  as  to 
ties,  whiles  allowed  to  continue  for  a  time  in  regard  to  lumber. 
The  deftnidant's  rule  in  this  respect  has  not  been  consistently 
enforced,  but  the  reasonableness  of  the  rule,  involving  the 
j)ro])ri(*ty  of  charging  for  actual  weight  in  all  cases,  is  not 
s<'riously  contested. 

Tlu^  results  of  the  tariffs  now  enforced  by  defendant  from 
( )orydon  are  as  follows  : 

To  Salamanca.  To  Olean.    To  Rochester. 

Lumber,  special,  per  ton.  $0  60  $0  60  $1  10 

Sixth  class 1  00  1  60  2  30 

Fifth  class  (ti(^s) 1  20  2  00  2  70 

Oak  ties  (each) 13  20  27 

Oak  ties,  at  lumber  rates, 

would  be  each 06J|-  06  11 
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A  switching  charge  of  $1.13  per  car  is  made  at  Salamanca  . 
upon  all  cars  delivered  to  the  Erie  road  by  defendant.     Oak 
ties  weigh  about  200  pounds  each. 

The  special  rates  made  by  defendant  on  lumber,  as  shown 
by  its  tariffs  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  Commission,  include 
rough  timber,  boards,  staves,  headings,  hoop  poles,  hoops, 
shooka,  hemlock  bark,  lath,  shingles,  cordwood,  and  piling. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  official  classification  No.  2, 
July  15,  1887,  the  special  rate  upon  lumber  was  treated  by 
raili'oad  companies  as  including  ties.  So  far  as  the  proof 
before  us  shows,  this  was  general,  except  in  the  case  of  this 
defendant ;  which,  as  above  stated,  about  February,  1886,  re- 
fused to  treat  ties  as  inc^ludcd  in  the  special  lumber  class,  and 
exacted  roguhir  sixtli  chiss  rates,  afterwards  raised  to  fifth 
class  ;  the  reason  given  by  the  general  superintendent  there- 
for being  that  he  "  didn't  want  the  ties  to  go  off  from  the 
the  road." 

Upon  these  facts  the  case  presents  two  questions : 

First.  Is  the  distinction  in  the  "  official  classification  No. 
2  "  just  and  reasonable,  by  which  railroad  ties  are  placed  in 
class  five  and  other  lumber  in  class  six  ? 

Second.  Is  it  just  and  reasonable  that  defendant  should 
exclude  ties  from  the  low  special  rate  charged  upon  coarse 
lumber  in  other  forms. 

No  suggestion  was  made  upon  the  hearing  of  any  sound 
reason  by  which  the  raising  of  ties  to  the  fifth  class  in  the 
new  classification  can  be  justified.  Defendant's  general 
freight  agent  endeavored  to  make  out  a  case  of  greater  cost 
by  saying  that  "  tie  shipments  are  less  in  quantity  and  re- 
(piire  switching  for  single  cars,  whereas  in  the  case  of  lumber 
we  switch  a  hirge  number  of  cars  together."  This  statement 
is  not  at  all  convincing,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  defendant 
has  from  six  to  seven  thousandu  ties  now  awaiting  shipment, 
and  in  August  last  had  from  forty  to  fifty  men  engaged  in 
their  manufacture.  Lumber  shipments  from  a  mountain  sid- 
ing are  not  often  made  by  the  train-load,  and  no  special 
reason  appears  in  the  evidence  why  tie  shipments  are  not 
likely  to  be  as  large  per  day  as  lumber  shipments.    Ties  are 
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purchased  by  railroad  companies  wLo  use  them  in  larg© 
([iiantities.  Tbey  are  shipped  by  manufacturers,  who  in  that 
way  use  lip  material  not  adapted  to  the  manufacture  of  luia- 
1)(  r ;  tlie  product  must  quite  nearly  approximate  the  lumber 
])r<)dn('t  from  oak  timber,  taking  the  growth,  small  and  hirge. 
C'oinj)lainant  testifies  that  his  tie  product  considerably  ex- 
c(M'(ls  Ids  lumber  product  on  the  same  acreage. 

Df't'cudant's  general  freight  agent  further  said  that  he 
^*  could  think  of  nothing  else  that  would  make  any  differ- 
ences in  the  cost  of  hauling  a  given  number  of  cars  of  ties  as 
compared  with  an  equal  number  of  cars  of  lumber."  The 
distinction  cannot  be  sustained  on  the  ground  of  greater  cost 
of  movement,  for  no  such  greater  cost  is  established. 

An  examination  of  said  official  classification  No.  2  shows 
that  oilwr  coarse  products  of  the  forest  are  placed  in  class 
six,  viz.,  boards,  timber,  box-stuff,  hoop  poles,  lath,  logs,  piles, 
shingles,  staves,  telegraph  poles,  wood  pul]>,  and  empty 
boxes.  Railroad  ties  from  oak  timber,  which  cost  for  sawing 
or  hewing  about  25  cents  each,  or  §2.50  per  ton,  are  no  more 
exjicnsive  to  manufacture  than  the  above  articles;  there  is 
no  spcH'ial  risk  attcMiding  their  transpoiiation  ;  their  value  is 
less  per  ton  than  that  of  most  of  the  articles  aliove  enum- 
erated ;  tlu^y  naturally  arrange  themselves  with  the  articles 
])lac(Ml  in  class  six. 

On  th(^  contrary,  chiss  five,  as  now  constituted  in  the  offi- 
cial classification,  contains  a  line  of  articles  which  do  not  at 
all  corresj)on(l  with  railroad  ties  in  the  characteristics  which 
i  nil  nonce  classification.  The  following  list  enumerates  the 
various  articles  manufactured  from  wood,  found  in  class  five, 
in  car-loads:  Axles,  })alusters,  stair  rails  and  other  turned 
woik,  barrel  c^ovi^rs,  patent  fruit  barrels, base-ball  bats, brush 
blocks,  butchers'  blocks,  ironing  boards,  ox  bows,  telegraph 
brackets  in  bags  or  boxed,  bread  boards  in  boxes  or  crates, 
bridge  material,  broom  handles,  buckets  nested,  bungs  or 
])lugs,  butter  ladles,  molds  and  plates,  churns,  cigar-box 
lumber,  curtain  rollers  and  slats,  dye-woods  in  boxes  or  bar- 
rels, excelsior  in  bales,  wooden  fence  in  sections,  blind 
frames,  chair-stuff,  table  leaves,  legs,  etc.,  boxed  or  racked, 
wooden  gates,  horse-^okes,  step-ladders,  last-blocks,  meas- 
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urcs,  moldings,  oars,  pails,  paneling  and  wfC^inscoting^  plane 
bodies,  potato-mashers,  pumps  and  tubing,  to  Vel-racks,  roll- 
ing pins,  scale-boards,  flour  scoops,  bench  sOAr^ews,  sieves, 
steak-pounders,  stove  boards,  cigar-lighters,  croquet  sets, 
shoe-pegs,  sash,  skewers,  farm  wagons,  bob  sleds,  hubs,  neck 
yokes,  wagon  material,  wagon  wheels,  wheelbarrows,  Indian 
clubs,  tubs,  tooth-picks.  It  requires  no  argument  to  prove  that 
the  placing  of  railroad  tics  in  the  same  category  with  these 
articles  is  neither  reasonable  nor  just.  The  mere  fact  that  it 
is  so  found  is  sufficient  of  itself  to  suggest  that  it  was  placed 
there  for  some  purpose  not  readily  apparent  and  different 
from  the  reasons  which  ordinarily  influence  classification. 
No  valid  excuse  for  the  discrimination  being  shown,  the 
Commission  are  of  the  opiuicm  that  the  classification  of  rail- 
road ties  in  car-loads  should  be  reduced  to  that  of  lumber. 

The  quc^stion  wiiether  or  not  railroad  tics  should  receive 
the  special  lumber  rate  involves  other  considerations.  De- 
fendant's position  respecting  the  low  rate  placed  upon  lum- 
ber is  tliat  the  lumber  rates  are  too  low  to  afi'ord  a  reasonable 
compensation  to  the  carri(»r,  and  that  they  are  made  to  meet 
the  competition  of  lumber  brought  from  other  directions 
over  their  roads,  and  are  necessary  in  order  to  enable  de- 
fendant to  do  any  lumber  business  at  all,  the  rates  to  Roch- 
ester in  particular  having  been  reduced  on  September  1, 
1887,  from  $1.25  to  §1.10  ])er  ton  for  that  very  reason;  and 
it  is  claimed  that  no  such  fact  exists  in  regard  to  ties,  which 
do  not  nKM^t  the  same  competition,  and  can  properly  bo 
charged  a  higher  rate  of  transportation. 

The  sjx^cial  lumber  rate  from  Corydon  to  S<alamanca,  2() 
miles,  is  $12  per  car  of  twenty  tons,  which  is  said  to  be  about 
the  usual  car-load  weight,  or  3  cents  per  ton  per  mile;  to 
Olean,  39  miles,  $12  per  Var,  or  1^  cents  per  ton  per  mile, 
and  to  Rochester,  147  miles,  $22  per  car,  or  7^  mills  per  ton 
per  mile. 

No  proof  has  been  made  of  any  competiHon  which  meets 
Pennsylvania  lumber  at  either  Salamanca  or  Olean,  nor  is 
it  apparent  that  the  rates  to  those  points  are  inordinately 
low.     At  Salamanca  the  rate  of  GO  cents  per  ton  cannot  with 
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justice  be  cljiimed  to  be  exceptionally  low  upon  a  product 
of  t\w,  character  of  lumber.  To  charge  double  that  rate 
ui)()ii  tics,  or  $24  ])er  twenty-ton  car  plus  $1.13  switching 
charges  making  $25.13  for  a  haul  of  20  miles,  is  not  rela- 
tively reasonable  and  just,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  value  of  the  lumber  at  Salamanca  would  be  about  $170 
and  of  the  ties  about  $110. 

The  car-h)a(l  rate  to  Olean  on  lumber  remains  at  $12  and 
on  the  ti(  s  is  increased  to  $40. 

The  pres(»nt  hunber  rates  to  Salamanca  and  Olean  are  of 
long  standing,  having  been  originally  given  to  complainant 
as  a  s})ecial  rate,  and  announced  as  the  public  rate  upon  the 
passagi^  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

As  complainant  in  liis  testimony  distinctly  states  that 
llochestc^r  is  not  now  a  tie  market,  no  order  will  be  made  at 
presi'ut  in  r(^sj)ect  to  that  point. 

The  circumstance  cannot  escape  observation  that  the  only 
])ossibl(^  puri'lias(»rs  of  railroad  ties  are  railroad  companies. 
It  is  also  obvious  that  the  value  of  ties  at  Corydon  is  their 
selling  piice  at  Salamanca  and  Olean  less  the  freight. 
Tlu  reh)it  lliv^  higher  the  freight,  the  less  the  value  of  the 
ties  at  Corvdon.  Th(i*d(»fendant  itscilf  is  a  purchaser  of  ties; 
it  bought  a  lot  of  complainant  in  1886.  The  ordinary  con- 
llict  of  inten^st  betw(H»n  the  railway  and  the  shipper  is  here 
iiit<Misitle(1  bv  the  fact  that  the  direct  interest  of  the  carrier 
HMjuin  s  th(^  ch(\'ipening  of  the  shipper's  product.  It  was 
candidly  admitted  by  its  general  superintendent  that  this 
consideration  influenced  the  conduct  of  defendant  in  fixing 
its  rates  upon  tic^-s  at  a  time  when  its  interstate  rates  were 
not  subject  to  control  under  a  law  of  Congress.  But  if  this 
was  legal  then,  it  is  so  no  longer.  It  involves  and  implies 
extortion.  It  is  not  only  repugnant  to  every  man's  sense  of 
j)ro])rit  ty  and  justice,  })ut  it  is  directly  forbidden  and  made 
illegal  by  the  third  sc^cticm  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce, 
in  that  it  subjects  tliis  particular  description  of  traflSc  to 
undue  and  unrc^asomible  predjudice  and  disadvantage  for  the 
pecuniary  benefit  of  the  carrier  itself.  It  is  a  course  of  deal- 
ing if  ]>ossible  even  more  obnoxious  to  the  just  provisions  of 
the  act  than  would  be  a  tariflf  arranged  in  the  same  manner 


400  INTEBSTATE  COMMEliCE  COMMISSION  REPOBTS. 

for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  preference  to  another  shipper 

competing  from  another  direction  in  the  same  market. 

Rates  established  by  a  common  carrier  under  the  influence 

of  a  desire  to  keep  upon  its  line  a  material  for  which  the 

road  itself  has  use,  or  to  keep  the  price  thereof  low  for  its 
own  advantage,  cannot  be  justified  either  in  morals  or  in  law. 

Every  pai*ty  who  produces  such  a  material  is  entitled  to  sell 
it  when  he  wishes,  in  the  best  available  market,  and-  the  com- 
mon carrier  has  no  right  to  prevent  his  doing  so  by  dispro- 
portionate or  unreasonable  rates.  This  the  defendants  in 
£he  present  case  have  been  attempting  to  do, 

Tlie  order  of  the  Commission  will  be  that  the  defendants 
cease  and  desist  from  charging  a  greater  price  for  the  trans- 
portation of  railroad  ties  from  points  in  Pennsylvania  to 
Salamanca  and  to  Olean,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  thao  is 
charged  for  the  transportation  of  lumber  at  the  same  time 
between  the  same  points. 
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B.  S.  CREWS,  et  aL,  COMMITTEE,  ETC.,  v.  THE  RICH- 
MOND &  DANVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Hoard  Novombor  14-15,  1887.— Decided  February  15,  1888. 

It  is  not  a  ground  of  complaint  against  a  railroad  company  that  it  equalizoB 
its  rates  as  between  small  and  large  towns,  even  though  the  effoct  may 
be  prejudicial  to  the  large  towns,  which  before  had  been  spedally 
favored. 

The  s[)irit  aiid  purpose  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  requires  that  when 
the  circumstances  and  conditions  will  fairly  admit  of  it  the  chaigee  to 
all  points  for  a  like  service  should  be  made  relatively  equal. 

When  the  reasonableness  of  rates  is  in  question,  the  charges  mode  on  long 
through  lines  cannot,  for  reasons  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion,  form 
a  just  basis  for  comparison  with  local  rates  for  relatively  short  distanoee. 

A  carrier  is  not  made  responsible  for  rates  made  oy  a  connecting  road 
because  merely  of  its  giving  them  in  connection  with  its  own  rates  to 
parties  desiring  to  make  through  shipments. 

A  carrier  is  not  compellable  by  law  to  give  to  the  merchants  of  a  town  on 
its  lin<;  th<)  privilege  of  shipping  their  goods  from  the  point  of  purchase 
to  their  own  locality,  and  again  from  thence  to  the  place  at  which  the 
goods  may  be  sold  by  them  at  the  same  rat«)  which  would  have  been 
charged  had  thc^re  been  but  one  shipment  from  the  point  of  purchase  to 
the  point  of  ultituate  delivery. 

The  fact  that  a  r(3fiisal  to  give  th<^  through  rate  as  for  one  shipment,  operates 
prejudu-ially  to  the  town  desiring  the  privilege  and  favorably  to  another 
town,  does  not  niako  Ihe  refusal  operate  as  unjust  discrimination  when 
th(}  carrier  applies  the  sanio  rule  to  all  towns  and  accords  the  privilege 
to  none. 

Discrimination  must  concist  in  the  doing  for  or  allowing  to  one  party  or 
place  what  is  d<Miie(l  to  another  ;  it  cannot  be  predicated  of  action  which 
in  itself  is  impartial. 

Hon,  G.  C,  Cahell,  for  complainant. 
J.  T.  Worf/iui</fo?iy  Ksfj,^  for  defendant. 

CooLEY,  fViffinnff/t  : 

The  ori^i^inal  petition  in  this  canse  was  framed  with  great 
ejire  and  precision,  and  in  nine  distinct  paragraphs  set  forth 
Keparate  ^ronnds  of  complaint,  which  were  averred  to  con- 
stitute violations  l)v  defendant  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Cora- 
mercer  For  the  purposes  of  an  adjudication  the  following 
suinmarv  of  the  allej^ations  will  suffice  : 


'C 


After  appropriate  prefatory  statement  it  was  aUeged — 
J'irst    That    the    defendant,    through    combination    and 
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arrangements  with  connecting  lines  of  railroad  north  and 
west,  has  charged  and  continues  to  charge  the  people,  mer- 
chants and  tradesmen  of  Danville,  Va.,  and  adjacent  countiy, 
a  greater  price  for  the  handling  and  transportation  of  their 
goods  and  merchandise  purchased  in  New  York,  Philadel- 
phia, Baltimore,  Chicago,  Cincinnati,  Mansfield,  Ohio  ;  Grand 
Rapids,  Mich.;  SL  Louis,  Mo.,  and  other  places  that  the  said 
railroad  charges  other  persons  and  localities  under  like  con- 
ditions and  for  similar  services. 

Second.  That  the  defendant  for  some  time  past  has  dis- 
criminated and  continues  to  discriminate  in  its  transporta- 
tion and  freight  charges  in  favor  of  other  persons  and  local- 
ities and  against  Danville  and  its  people,  merchants,  trades- 
men and  others.  To  instance  :  The  said  railroad  has  arranged 
its  freight  charges  from  Charlottesville,  Richmond  and  Lynch- 
burg to  Roidsville,  Greensboro*,  Duiham,  Salisbury,  High 
Point,  Asheville  and  Charlotte,  N.  C,  points  south  of  Dan- 
ville, that  far  higher  relative  rates  are  charged  to  the  people 
of  Danville  and  country  adjacent  than  are  charged  by  said 
road  to  the  people  at  the  points  which  arc  refeiTcd  to  or 
named. 

Third,  That  the  defendant  discriminates  against  Danville, 
its  merchants  and  people  adjacent,  in  its  freight  charges  by 
applying  or  attaching  to  goods  or  merchandise  received  from 
other  lines  of  road  for  Danville  local  rates  or  charges  from 
the  point  of  reception  to  point  of  delivery  at  Danville,  not- 
withstanding it  receives  from  said  other  lines  of  road  goodn 
of  similar  character  for  and  carries  to  such  other  points  at 
lower  and  through  rates  at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same 
haul. 

Fotrrih,  That  the  defendant  discriminates  against  the  peo- 
ple of  Danville  and  vicinity  by  denying  to  them  a  lower  or 
approximate  *'  through  rate "  upon  the  transportation  of 
their  goods  which  it  accords  to  other  persons  and  pointrt 
south,  say  from  Richmond  to  Durham,  Salisbury,  High  Pointy 
Asheville  and  Charlotte,  N.  C. 

Fifth.  That  the  defendant  violates  the  "  long-and-short-    " 
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haul "  clause  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce by  charging  more  for  the  transportation  of  meat,  grain, 
etc.,  from  Danville  to  points  south  thereof  on  its  line  than  it 
charges  from  Richmond,  Lynchburg  and  Charlottesville  for 
the  transportation  of  the  like  property. 

Sixth,  That  the  defendant  discriminates  €tgainst  Danville 
and  its  people  and  the  vicinity,  in  its  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  iron  and  coal,  and  particularly  in  favor  of  Lynch- 
burg. 

Eightli,  That  the  defendant  charges  to  the  manufacturers 
and  others  at  Danville  and  others  dealing  with  them  exorbi- 
tant and  unreasonable  charges  for  the  transportation  of  to- 
bacco. For  example,  tobacco  is  shipped  from  Biohmond  to 
San  Francisco,  CaL,  for  from  $1.50  to  $1.61  per  cwt.,  but  the 
charge  for  the  same  from  Danville  via  Bichmond  by  and  un- 
der the  auspices  of  said  road  to  San  Francisco  is  $3  per  cwt. 
Charges  for  the  transportation  of  tobacco  from  Danville  to 
points  in  Florida  and  other  states  are  similarly  high  and 
unreasonable. 

Ninth,  That  defendant  exacts  from  the  merchants  and 
traders  and  people  of  Danville  and  vicinity  unreasonable 
rates  for  transportation  of  property.  For  example,  the  charge 
on  first-class  freight  from  New  York  to  Lynchburg,  425  miles, 
is  60  cents  per  cwt.,  while  from  Lynchburg  to  Danville,  06 
miles,  it  is  33  cents  per  cwt. 

These  several  wrongs  were  charged  to  be  in  violation  o£ 
the  second,  third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to  Begulate 
Commerce. 

The  defendant  made  answer  to  this  complaint  by  general 
denial,  but  before  the  case  was  brought  to  a  hearing  Jihe  com*- 
plainauts  filed  an  amended  petition  stating  therein  that  it 
was  "  to  be  heard  with  said  original,  setting  forth  other  mat- 
ters and  charges  of  violation  of  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce 
by  the  said  Kichmond  and  Danville  Bailroad  Company,  to 
the  detriment  and  injury  of  said  city  of  Danville,  its  mer- 
chants and  traders  and  people  generally,  as  well  of  said  dtjr 
as  of  the  country  adjacent." 
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The  charges  in  the  amended  petition  were  : 

First  That  the  defendant  after  the  passage  of  the  Act  to 
Regidate  Commerce  discriminated  against  said  city  and  its 
people  by  charging  them  liigher  rates  for  the  transportation 
of  propei-ty  than  it  charged  to  other  persons  and  places  for 
like  and  contemporaneous  service  under  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions. 

Second,  That  the  defendant  in  its  charges  has  given  undue 
and  unreasonable  preference  and  advantage  to  citizens,  mer- 
chants and  traders  of  Richmond,  Lynchburg  and  New  York 
over  the  citizens,  merchants  and  traders  of  Danville. 

Third,  That  defendant  has  given  undue  and  unreasonable 
preference  and  advantage  to  merchants,  traders  and  con- 
signees in  Richmond  over  those  in  Danville  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  property  from  Williston  and  Columbia,  S.  C,  and 
Charlotte,  N.  C,  by  way  of  Danville  to  Richmond.  Under 
this  charge  is  specified  the  exacting  of  $80  for  a  car-load 
shipment  from  Williston  to  Danville,  when  the  rate  by  the 
car-load  for  the  transportation  of  the  like  property  from 
Williston  to  Richmond  was  but  $72. 

Vimrtli,  That  defendant  discriminated  in  like  manner  as 
between  Danville  and  Richmond  in  shipments  from  Augusta, 
Ga.,  specifying  a  shipment  of  cotton  batting  at  $2.76  per  cwt., 
from  Augusta  to  Danvilh^  when  very  much  less  was  charged 
from  Augusta  to  Richmond,  the  greater  distance. 

Fifth,  That  since  the  passage  of  said  act  defendant  has 
charged  unreasonable  rates  for  the  transportation  of  property 
between  Danville  and  ])oints  north,  south  and  west  thereof. 
Instancg  is  specified  of  a  charge  of  97  cents  per  cwt.  upon  a 
shipment  from  Piedmont,  S.  C,  of  the  same  kind  of  goods 
which  were  transported  by  defendant  between  the  same 
points  before  the  passage  of  said  act  at  40  cents  per  cwt. 

Sixth.  That  defendant  since  the  passage  of  said  act  has 
discriminated  against  Danville  and  in  favor  of  Richmond, 
Baltimore   and  New  York,  in   shipments  of  property  from 
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Piedmont  aforesaid.  Specification  Is  given  of  rates  on  the 
same  propei-ty  as  follows  :  To  Eiclimond,  54  cents  per  cwt.; 
to  Baltimore,  51  cents  per  cwt.;  to  New  York,  55  cents  per 
cwt.;  to  Danville,  97  cents  per  cwt. 

Seveyith.  Tliis  also  relates  to  shipments  from  Piedmont  to 
Danville  at  the  excessive  rate  of  97  cents  per  cwt. 

Eighth,  That  defendant  has  in  like  manner  discriminated 
in  favor  of  Richmond,  Baltimore  and  New  York  and  against 
Danville  in  the  shipment  of  live  stock  ibrom  Newport,  Ten- 
nessee, Asheville,  N.  C,  and  other  points  to  said  cities,  re- 
spectively'. 

Ninth.  That  defendant  has  charged  to.  the  citizens,  traders 
and  manufacturers  of  Danville,  upon  goods  shipped  to  San 
Francisco,  Cal.,  Muldon,  Miss.,  Trabue  City,  Fla.,  and  other 
points  noiih  and  south,  excessive  and  unreasonable  rates, 
and  more  than  were  charged  upon  like  goods  shipped  from 
Liberty,  Lynchburg  and  Richmond,  Va.,  under  like  circum- 
stances and  conditions. 

Tenth.  That  defendant  has  charged  unreasonable  rates  to 
the  mercliants  and  traders  of  Danville  upon  meat,  lard,  grain, 
flour,  dry  goods,  iron,  coal  and  heavy  goods  generally  from 
points  south,  west  and  north,  and  more  than  it  has  charged 
to  merchants  and  traders  of  Lynchbui^,  Charlottesville  and 
Richmond,  Va.,  Baltimore,  New  York,  Augusta,  Ga.,  Cincin- 
nati and  Mansfield,  Ohio,  Louisville,  Chicago  and  other 
])oints  for  longer  hauls  under  substantially  similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions. 

Such  were  the  charges  in  the  petition  as  finally  perfected. 
The  defendant,  by  its  answer,  made  general  denial  of  their 
truth,  except  in  certain  particulars  where  specifications  of 
illegal  charges  had  been  made,  and  in  regard  to  these  answer 
was  made  as  follows  : 

The  charge  of  eighty  dollars  for  a  car-load  shipment  from 
TVilliston  to  Danville  was  admitted,  but  Williston  is  a  point 
not  on  the  line  of  defendant's  road,  and  the  sum  named  was 
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for  the  total  transportation  and  was  not  illegal.  Nevertheless, 
by  a  new  and  revised  tariff  the  charges  are  so  made  on  all 
the  points  on  defendant's  roads  and  lines  that  they  are  not 
less  to  Eichmond  than  to  Danville  from  any  point  south  of 
Danville. 

The  charge  of  $2.76  from  Augusta  to  Danville  is  admitted, 
but  it  is  averred  that  the  charge  was  not  illegal  when  made, 
and  that  the  rate  has  since  been  reduced  and  is  now  from 
Augusta  to  either  Eichmond  or  Danville  but  64  cents  per 
cwt.  for  the  like  goods. 

The  charge  at  the  rate  of  97  cents  per  cwt.  on  a  shipment 
of  baled  cotton  goods  from  Piedmont  to  Danville  is  admitted, 
but  is  claimed  to  have  been  an  error,  the  true  rate  at  the 
time  having  been  not  97  cents  per  cwt.  but  48  cents  per  cwt., 
and  it  is  averred  that  defendant  has  repaid  the  overcharge 
on  its  attention  being  called  to  it. 

As  to  those  points  not  on  the  line  of  defendant's  road  to  or 
from  which  rates  for  the  transportation  of  property  are  sup- 
posed to  operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  city  of  Danville  and 
in  favor  of  any  other  city  or  locality,  the  answer  denies  that 
the  defendant  makes  rates,  except  for  the  transportation  so 
far  as  it  is  upon  its  own  line,  and  avers  that  beyond  the 
junction  points  with  other  roads  they  are  made  by  other 
carriers.  The  answer,  therefore,  denies  all  responsibility  on 
the  part  of  defendant  for  the  rates  thus  made  by  others  for  a 
transportation  which  is  not  upon  its  own  line. 

Such  were  the  issues  made  by  the  parties  by  their  pleadings, 
and  upon  which  the  Commission  is  now  called  to  pass.  Evi- 
dence was  taken  upon  tlieni  by  deposition  and  also  orally  at 
the  public  sessions,  and  the  full  extent  of  the  grounds  of  ac- 
(uisation  on  the  part  of  the  city  of  Danville  was  brought  out 
and  explained  by  leading  citizens  and  traders.  It  is  unde- 
niable that  the  subject  presented/by  tlie  issues  is  one  of  very 
gniat  importance  to  the  people  of  Danville,  and  that  many  of 
tliem  are  firm  in  the  beiitif  that  the  defendant  has  been  and 
still  is  guilty  of  serious  violations  of  law.  If  they  are  not 
mistaken  in  this,  and  it  is  in  our  )H)wer  to  bring  the  infrac- 
tion of  law  to  an  end,  we  (mght  unqu(\stionably  to  exert  all 
our  authority  for  the  purpose.     Danville  is  one  of  the  lead- 


B.  S.  CREWS,  ETC.,  Y.  THE  BICHMOND  &  DANYILLS  B.  B.  CO.  407 

ing  towns  on  the  line  of  defendant's  roads,  and  if  the  fact  is 
as  the  complainants  aver,  that  the  defendant  discriminates  to 
its  prejudice  in  making  its  tariff  sheets,  the  wrong  is  not  only 
necessarily  damaging,  but  it  must  be  altogether  inexcusable. 
Indeed,  the  defendant  does  not  attempt  to  excuse  discrimina- 
tion, but  denies  its  existence  ;  and  in  so  far  as  we  shall  find 
it  to  exist,  it  will  stand  undefended.  If,  however,  what  may 
seem  to  be  discrimination  shall  prove  to  be  unfavorable  re- 
sults from  general  causes  not  under  defendant's  control,  the 
same  proof  that  exonerates  the  defendant  from  responsibility 
will  preclude  the  Commission  from  any  attempt  to  givQ>relief 
in  this  proceeding.  This  is  too  obvious  to  need  more  than 
bare  mention  ;  any  adjudication  against  the  defendant  must 
necessarily  be  grounded  on  a  finding  of  issues  involving  vio- 
lation of  law  against  it. 

From  the  voluminous  evidence  taken  in  the  case  it  appears 
that  previous  to  the  passage  of  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commeijce 
there  were  several  points  on  the  line  of  defendant's  roads 
which  were  recognized  as  points  at  which  the  competitive 
forces  operated  more  strongly  and  persistently  than  they  did 
at  the  intermediate  stations,  and  to  which  for  that  reason 
more  favorable  rates  were  given  than  to  such  intermediate 
I)oints,  though  the  doing  so  resulted  in  the  making  of  the 
greater  charge  on  the  shorter  haul  in  many  cases.  One  of 
tlie  favored  points  was  Richmond ;  others  were  Lynchburg, 
Charlottesville,  Danville,  Va.,  Columbia,  S.  C,  Augusta  and 
Atlanta,  Ga.  A  diagram  of  the  rates  to  the  several  stations 
on  defendant's  line,  as  they  were  then  resembles  to  the  eye 
the  blade  of  a  saw,  the  rates  being  higher  at  intermediate 
stations  and  descending  sharply  at  the  points  named.  There 
were  also  some  points  off  the  line  of  defendant's  roads  which 
wore  in  like  manner  favored  by  the  combination  of  rates 
which  other  carriers  made  with  the  defendant.  In  this  re- 
spect th(\  condition  of  things  which  existed  on  defendant's 
linos  Avas  the  same  which  prevailed  generally  throughout  the 
Koutliorn  Stat(  s.  At  all  points  of  great  concentration  of 
business  the  rates  were  very  much  lower  than  were  given  to 
intermediate  and  les-s  important  stations.  They  were  given 
))ctter  rates  because  they  were   recognized  as  competitive 
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])oints  ;  and  to  speak  of  a  towii  as  a  c!<>mpetitive  point  was  to 
the  common  nnderstanding  equivalent  to.  saying  that  it  was 
a  point  to  whic?h  exceptionally  low  rates  of  transportation 
were  given  by  the  railroad  managers. 

This  condition  of  things  as  regards  rates  was  of  great  im- 
portance to  the  towns  favored,  and  tended  to  emphasize  tho 
advantages  each  of  them  might  otherwise  have  had  over  all 
the  towns  between  it  and  the  next  competitive  point  to  tho 
north  or  south  of  it.  It  was,  therefore,  favorable  to  Danville, 
and  resulted  in  its  people  paying  lesser  rates  on  longer  hauls 
than  were  paid  by  people  at  non-competitive  points  for 
shorter  hauls  of  the  like  property  over  the  same  line  and  in 
the  same  direction.  A.  strict  enforcement  of  the  foui-th  sec- 
tion of  the  Act  toliegulate  Commerce  would  have  taken  away, 
or  at  least  have  greatly  modified  these  advantages;  and 
when  defendant  and  other  carriers  applied  for  relief  from 
its  strict  application  many  of  the*  favored  towns  came  for- 
ward with  petitions  that  its  request  be  granted.  The  com- 
plainants in  this  case,  however,  were  not  among  the  petition- 
(^rs.  On  the  contrary,  they  appeared  with  a  protest,  and  in 
a  printed  argumejit  tiled  with  the  Commission  contended 
"  that  the  operation  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  for  the 
regulation  of  commerce  should  not  be  sus])ended  or  practi- 
cally nullified,  but  that  the  same  should  be  executed  with 
that  force  and  vigor  intended  by  the  Congress  which  passed 
it.  Tho  clamor  for  its  suspension  comes  mainly  from  rail- 
road corporations  whose  grasping  propensities  and  inexora- 
ble demands  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  to  curb  in  the 
interest  of  the  people,  or  fi'om  competitive  points  long  sepa- 
rated from  each  other,  which  prosper  upon  the  hardships 
inflicted  by  their  allies,  the  railroads,  upon  intermediate 
])()ints  not  favored  by  a  competitive  system."  This  was 
a  very  frank  expression  of  opinion,  and  no  doubt  represent- 
ed the  honest  and  matured  convictions  of  those  who  signed 
it. 

After  tlie  orders  which  were  made  for  relief  under  the 
fourth  section  of  the  act  had  expired,  the  defendant  entered 
apon  an  extensive  revision  of  its  tariff  sheets  in  the  direction 
of  bringing  them  more  nearly  into  conformity  with  the  gen- 
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(Mill  ni](3  proscribed  by  that  section,  aod  with  the  result  that 
tlicre  is  not  now  any  ])oint  on  the  line  of  defendant's  roads 
north  of  Columbia,  S.  C,  to  which  a  consif^nment  at  the  es- 
tablislicd  ratios  would  n^sult  in  a  greater  charge  being  made 
for  tlu;  .sh()rt(;r  haul  of  the  like  kinds  of  property  on  the  same 
line  and  in  the  same  direction.  This  result  has  been  brouglit 
abont  princi])ally  by  a  gradual  reduction  of  the  rates  at  non- 
conipctitivi^  points  ;  and,  though  some  increase  in  rates  has 
l)een  made  at  some  of  the  competitive  points,  the  increase 
has  not  \)con  general,  nor  in  any  case  which  has  been  brought 
to  our  attention  has  it  been  very  great.  The  charges,  how- 
ever, being  in  the  direction  of  ecpializing  railroad  advantages 
as  betw(M'n  competitive  and  non-competitive  points,  must 
necessarily  to  some*  extent  ])rejudice  the  joblnng  interests  of 
towns  situatiMl  as  Danville  has  been,  not  only  because  they 
render  it  ])ossibl(^  for  rival  (establishments  to  spring  up  and 
maintain  themselves  in  the  smaller  towns,  but  because  tha 
retailers  in  tlui  smalhu*  towns,  under  the  favorable  rates 
Avhich  ar<^  now  giv(;n  them,  are  enabled  to  deal  directly  in 
larger  and  more  distant  markets.  Nobody  can  justly  com- 
])lain  of  a  railroad  company  for  so  equalizing  its  rates  as  to 
render  this  ])ossible,  for  the  law  had  such  an  equalization  of 
rates  as  om^  of  its  heading  purposes,  and  provided  for  it  be- 
caus(^.  justicii  as  betwecm  the  ccmpetitive  an«l  non-competi- 
tive ])oints  seemed,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Legislature,  to  re- 
(piire  it. 

It  is  evidiMit  from  the  testimony  given  by  some  of  the  wit- 
nesses that  the  e(pialization  of  rates  by  the  defendant  as  be- 
tween Danville  and  the  smaller  towns  on  each  side  of  it  has, 
in  the  minds  of  some  parties,  been  regarded  as  a  grievance. 
Tiius  liK^  witn(^ss,  John  W.  Caton,  in  answer  to  tlie  question, 
*•  Fs  Daiivilhe  reiarded  and  held  by  the  Richmond  and  Dan- 
ville llailroad  ('om])any  as  a  competitive  point  for  traffic?" 
said,  "  It  is  not.  I  was  informed  by  the  general  freight 
agent,  in  thie  ])rescnce  of  another  high  official  of  the  road, 
that  Daiivilh^  was  not  a  competitive  point,  and  could  not  be 
so  held  by  the  road,  and  that  they  could  not  change  their 
local  freight  late  as  ap])lied  to  Danville,  for  if  the  changi^ 
was  made  in  regard  to  Danville,  Reidsville  and  Greensboro', 
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although  non-competitive  points,  would  be  demanding  the 
same  thing ;  that  Danville  could  not  have  through  rates. 
These  things  were  told  me  by  the  officials  of  the  road  when 
I  was  demanding  better  rates  for  myself  and  my  town." 

Now,  to  any  one  who  has  given  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce much  attention,  it  must  be  obvious  that  a  complaint 
against  a  carrier  that  it  gives  to  non-competitive  points  the 
same  rates  which  it  gives  to  competitive  is  not  a  complaint 
that  the  act  is  violated.  On  the  contrary,  the  spirit  and 
purpose  of  the  act  require  that  when  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  will  fairly  admit  of  it  the  charges  to  all  points  for 
a  like  service  should  be  made  relatively  equal.  If,  there- 
fore, this  defendant  were  to  so  arrange  its  tariffs  as  to  give 
the  least  important  station  on  its  line  rates  as  favorable  as  it 
allowed  to  the  most  important  there  would  in  its  doing  so  be 
nothing  out  of  harmony  with  the  law.  Tlie  result  might  for 
a  time  be  prejudicial  to  competitive  points,  but  the  earner 
cannot  be  blamed  for  a  consequence  which  the  law  favors; 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  law  favors  Reidsville  and 
Goldsboro'  having  rates  as  low  as  are  given  to  Danville  or 
tto  Richmond  when  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are 
-such  as  to  render  it  practicable.  There  is  nothing,  therefore, 
in  the  giving  of  such  rates  which  the  law  will  discounten- 
ance, much  less  punish. 

But,  passing  from  this  general  charge  to  some  specific  case 
in  which  the  rates  which  were  exacted  by  defendant  are 
named,  we  find  it  to  be  an  undoubted  fact  that  charges  have 
been  made  which  cannot  be  justified. 

First.  There  is  evidence  that  defendant  in  two  instances  at 
least  charged  97  cents  per  cwt.  for  the  transportation  of  cot- 
ton baled  goods  from  Piedmont,  S.  C,  to  Danville,  wlien  the 
established  rate  from  Piedmont  to  Richmond,  I'll  miles 
further,  was  but  54  cents.  Investigjition  shows  that  these 
cliarges  were  not  warranted  by  the  tarift*  then  in  force,  which 
was  48  c(»iits  ])er  cwt.  to  Danville  instead  of  97  cents.  This 
is  adniittc^l  by  dcfc^ndaut,  and  the  ov(^rcharge  is  claimed  to 
have  be(Mi  the  error  of  an  agent.  Whether  the  error  was  in- 
tentional or  unintentional,  the  parties  who  paid  the  charge 
are  entitled  to  have  the  overcharge  refunded.     It  is  stated 
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on  behalf  of  defendant  that  this  refunding  has  already  taken 
place,  but  the  evidence  has  not  been  placed  on  file,  and  wo 
cannot  find  that  to  be  the  fact.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  to 
be  said  that  the  parties  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  have  not 
a[)plied  to  the  Commission  for  the  purpose,  and  we  are  not 
informed  that  any  order  on  their  behalf  would  be  acceptable. 
The  proof  of  the  overcharge  comes  into  the  case  as  evidence 
of  a  general  course  of  dealing,  and  not  as  a  basis  for  a  spe- 
citic  money  claim,  and  there  is  consequently  no  occasion  to 
si)(\'ik  of  it  further. 

Tlicre  is  also  evidence  that  in  July,  1887,  the  defendant  on 
a  number  of  consignments  of  melons  by  the  car-load  from 
(\)himbia,  S.  C-.,  and  other  points  to  Dan^dlle,  charged  and 
received  from  consignees  a  sum  in  excess  of  what  were  then 
ili(^  currciut  rates  for  the  transpoi*tation  of  like  freight  from 
Columbia  and  such  other  points  to  Richmond,  the  greater 
distance.  In  respect  to  these  consignments,  which  were 
made  after  this  proceeding  was  begun,  it  appears  that  the 
(l<'f(^n(lant's  reviscul  rates,  which  were  in  force  when  the  hear- 
ing was  had,  do  not  admit  of  any  higher  charge  b»ing  made 
on  a  (tonsignnuMit  of  any  species  of  property  to  Danville  from 
any  point  on  defendant's  road  south  thereof  than  is  made  on 
a  coiisignniont  of  lik(i  ])roperty  to  Ilichmond.  The  wrong, 
tlicrefor(\  in  so  far  as  it  ccmsisted  in  making  the  greater 
(tharge  for  the  shorter  trant;])ortation,  has  been  remedied  for 
the  futun^  ;  and  of  this  case,  as  of  the  last,  it  may  be  said 
that  as  the  parties  by  whom  such  greater  charges  were  paid 
aie  not  now  here  asking  for  the  refunding  of  moneys  wrong- 
fully exacted,  this  notice  of  the  evidence  is  all  that  the  case 
as  it  stands  seems  to  call  for. 

Similar  nMuarks  may  be  made  regarding  a  consignment  of 
<  atth^  from  X(»w])ort,  Tenn.,  to  a  purchaser  at  Danville,  upon 
which  a  rati^  of  J?14  per  car  is  shown  to  have  been  charged  in 
(^\'c(  ss  of  Avhat  Avas  then  the  current  rate  from  Newport, 
through  Danvilh^,  to  Richmond  ;  also  regarding  a  charge  on 
a  consignmcMit  of  (gotten  batting  from  Atlanta  to  Danville,  on 
which  oS  cents  ])er  hundred  pounds  was  charged  in  excess 
of  tin;  rate  for  the  greater  distance  to  Richmond.  Neither 
of  these  transactions  is  explained  by  the  defense,  and  whether 
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they  could  be  justified  if  the  parties  making  payment  of  the 
sums  exacted  were  here  demanding  a  refunding,  we  cannot 
undertake  now  to  say.  The  transactions  were  prove.d  in  sup- 
port of  allegations  that  defendant  violated  the  long-and-short- 
haul  clause  of  the  act,  and  they  prove  that  fact  unquestion- 
ably. The  proof  shows,  however,  that  since  that  time  de- 
fendant's tariffs  have  been  changed,  and  at  this  time  they 
will  warrant  no  cliarge  between  the  points  named  and  Dan- 
ville which  is  higher  than  the  regrdar  rate  upon  the  like 
property  to  llichmond.  The  wrong  done,  therefore,  in  so 
far,  as  it  was  continuous,  has  tliu^,pbeen  brought  to  an  end. 

These,  however,  and  one  or  two  other  transactions  of  a 
like  character  are  minor  matters  as  compared  to  the  charge 
of  dis(a*i  mi  nation  against  Danville,  supposed  to  be  shown  in 
the  rates  charged  on  shij)ments  of  heavy  freights,  particu- 
larly grain,  flour,  meat,  provisions,  <S:c.,  made  to  Danville 
from  western  and  northwestern  points,  and  of  tobacco  in  the 
other  direction.  The  discrimination  is  supposed  to  favor, 
particularly,  Richmond  and  Lynchburg,  which  places  are 
said  to  receive  such  advantages  under  defendant's  established 
rates  that  competition  with  their  merchants  and  traders  on 
the  part  of  the  dealers  in  like  goods  at  Danville  is  no  longer 
possible  on  ecpial  terms  at  any  points  on  defendant's  road  in 
the  vicinity  of  Danville  or  scnitli  of  it. 

The  evidt^nce  which  was  given  on  this  branch  of  the  case 
comes  from  rejiutable  business  men  of  Danville,  who  show 
very  ch^arly  that  in  respect  to  the  western  and  northwestern 
trade  Danville  is  at  a  great  disadvantage^  in  the  competition. 
The  rcascm  is  obvious.  Richmond  and  Lvnchburji:  receive 
consignments  of  grain,  flour,  provisions,  Ac,  from  Chicago, 
St.  Louis,  Louisville,  Grand  Ra])ids,  and  other  western  and 
northwestern  towns  on  through  bills  of  lading  and  over  long 
throitgh  lines  Avhich  accept  for  the  transportation  rates  very 
much  below  the  local  rates  on  connecting  roads.  Consign- 
ments of  like  property  for  Danville  will  hi)  delivered  to  de- 
fendant's road  at  Richmond,  Lynchburg,  or  some  other  junc- 
tion point  to  which  the  (diarge  will  be  the  same  as  to  Rich- 
mond, and  from  the  junction  point  to  Danville  will  be  charged 
local  rates,  which,  in  proportion  to  distance,  are  very  much 
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grt^ater  tluin  those  charged  on  the  through  line.  The  Rich- 
mond und  Lynchburg  dealer  therefore  acquires  his  stock  at 
a  less  cost  than  does  the  dealer  at  Danville,  and  is  able  to  un- 
d(;r  sell  tiie  latter  ali'iost  at  his  own  doors.  How  great  is  the 
diirerciK'C  Avill  appear  when  it  is  stated  that  the  former  pays 
2'J  iiuits  per  cwt,  on  grain  from  Chicago,  while  the  latter  pays 
-  t  cents,  and  the  diiference  in  the  chargers  on  flour,  meats, 
and  otlun*  provisions  are  in  like  proportion.  This  is  un- 
(iu('sti()na])ly  a  great  hardship  to  the  Danville  dealer,  who 
must  not  only  pay  more  freight  moneys  than  his  competitor 
would  pay  on  a  like  consignment,  but  more  in  proportion  to 
th(;  distance  the  property  is  transported. 

Wliat  is  true  as  to  consignments  from  the  west  and  north- 
west is  cHjually  true  of  tliose  which  are  made  for  transporta- 
tion in  tin;  other  direction.  The  defendant  exacts  local  rates 
from  the  local  dealer  to  or  from  the  points  of  junction  with 
the  tlirough  lines,  and  these  are  proj)ortionat(dy  so  much 
greattu'  than  tln^  rates  charged  on  the  tlirough  lines  that  it  is 
not  surprising  tliat  one  who  compares  them  without  making 
intjuiry  into  tlie  circumstances  under  which  the  charges  re- 
sp(Mtiv(.'ly  are  made,  is  inclined  to  pronounce  the  charges  of 
(h  f(Midant  unfair  and  excessive^  as  some  of  the  witnesses  did 
in  tlie  evidc^nce  taken  by  deposition.  Thus,  Samuel  P.  Wim- 
bish,  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  wh(»th(ir  the  def(*ndant  charged 
to  tlu^  ])(M)pl(^  of  Danville  morc^  than  was  reasonable  and  just 
lor  tlie  traiis])ortation  of  j^ropert}',  said:  "  Yes  ;  I  should  say 
so.  It'  tlie  charges  made  by  said  road  to  the  p(H)ple  at  other 
points  for  the  transj)ortation  of  their  goods  is  any  criterion  to 
go  by  I  sliouUl  say  that  the  charges  were  nnreasonablo  and 
unjust.  Th(^  said  road  charges  far  more  relatively  for  the 
tnins])ortati()n  of  goods  from  Danville  to  Lynchburg,  only 
()'")  miles,  than  other  roads  and  the  said  Richmond  and  Dan- 
ville^ together  charge  for  transporting  goods  of  the  same  kind 
lour  or  fiv(i  tinu^s  the  distance  to  Richmond  and  Lynchburg 
under  similar  circumstances  and  frequently  by  the  samchaul." 

Like  (nidence  was  given  by  other  witnesses.  Thus,  Geo. 
W.  Yarbrough,  answ^ering  a  similar  inquiry,  said :  "  I  think 
it  has.  If  the  said  road  and  its  connections  can  bring  grain 
from  Chicago  to  Lynchburg,  a  distance  of  800  or  900  miles, 
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for  *22  cents  per  huiidroil  pounds  it  is  certainly  unreasonaU? 
ami  unjust  to  cliargc?  Danvillo,  only  ()5  miles  further,  34  cents 
\)vv  liundnHl  pounds  for  th(^  same  service."  And  John  W. 
Carter  sjiid :  '*  I  do  not  think  the  charges  have  been  reason- 
able and  just.  ]5y  the  rates  shown  it  appears  that  the  charge8 
made  l)v  tlie  Riehmond  and  Danville  road  are  much  higlu^r 
for  tlie  sani(^  service  than  are  made  bv  other  roads.  For  ex- 
ample,  the  charj^es  made  on  nu\-it,  lard,  grain,  flour,  <fec.,  are 
very  mucli  liij^dier  relatively  from  Lynchburg  and  KichmoDcl 
to  Danville  than  from  Chicago,  St.  Louis  and  other  places  to 
Lvncld)urg  and  Kichmond.  In  fact,  the  rate  of  charges  is 
from  four  to  t«Mi  times  greater,  considering  distances  and 
other  circumstances."  Much  other  testimony  was  given  to 
the  same  rlVect. 

In  all  this  testimony  two  assumptions  appear  to  be  made 
which   Would    be   of  great    im})ortance   in   this    case  if   they 
should    b(^   louud  warranted  bv  the   facts.     The   first  is  that 
dcfeiidaiit  may  Ix^  held   res])onsi])h^  for  the  rates  made  on 
connecting  lines  when   through  rates  are  named  to  consign- 
ors ovfi'  Mich  lines  in  conncn-tion  with  its  o^^u  ;  and  the  sec- 
ond is  tiiat  i-ates  made  on  long  through  lines  may  form  a  just 
basis  of  comparison  with  defcMidant's  rates  Avhen  the  reasou- 
aldeness  of   tlui   latter  is  in  cjuestiou.     Both   these  proposi- 
tions iiYc  d(Mii('d  bv  the  di^fendant.     It  is  vtT}'  evident  from 
the  testimonv  that  the  hardships  of  which  the  witnesses  com- 
plain  arist*  chietly  from  the  very  great  disparity  between  the 
through  and  local  rates;  and,  if  di^fendant  is  responsible  in 
whole  or  in  pj^rt  for  both,  there  may  be  just  ground  of  com- 
])laint  against  it.     That  it  is  r(»sponsible  for  tlje  local  rates  is 
un(juestionable,  f(U'  it  makes  those  witlunit  the  concurrence 
or  interference  of  anv  other  carrier — at  least  so  far  as  anv 
evidenct'  before  us  shoAvs.     IVrhaps  it  is  not  unnatural  that 
a  customer  of  tlu^  road,  who  did   not  inquire   into  the  facts, 
should  suj)])os(^  the  defendant  to  b(»  in  some  measure  respon- 
sible for  th(^.  through  rates  also,  especially  if  he  found  that  de- 
fendant issued  through   bills  over  its  own  and  other  lines, 
named  the  through  rates  to  those  Avho   asked  for  them,  and 
rec(^ived  ])Myment  of  freight  moneys  for  the  whole  distance 
exactlv  as  it  would  if  the  whole  amount  were  its  own. 
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All  these  things  may  happen  and  still  the  defendant  not  bo 
nsponsihli!  for  the  making  of  any  rate  oif  its  own  line.  In 
most  i(\sp(»cts  carn(?rs  by  railroad  may  act  independently, 
i>r()vnlt(l  tliey  atlord  to  each  other  all  reasonable  facilities 
tor  th(*  int(M'(luuige  of  traffic.  It  is  for  this  reascm  that  rail- 
road ('oiitrov<»rsi(^s  and  questions  of  rates  are  attended  by  so 
lujuiy  spccinl  (un])arrassments ;  they  cannot  bo  adjusted  as 
iUvy  ini;j;!it  ])f)  if  all  roads  belonged  to  one  system  and  were 
under  a  sin)^le  control.  If  that  were  tlio  case  the  rates  might 
\h)  so  ;irran.i;('d  and  ecmtrolled  as  to  prevent  many  of  the  in- 
<(|ualit!rs  tlntt  arc  now  liable  to  operate  oppressively  to  par- 
ticular loc.iiitit^s.  Wluiu  intersecting  roads  are  separately 
controlled  and  owned  it  may  well  happen  that  one  which  is 
of  th(»  very  hi<^h(ist  importance  to  the  cojn muni ty  it  serves 
and  wliicli  deals  with  them  fairly,  shall  nevertheless  bo 
powerl'ss  to  [)revvnt  the  rates  of  other  roads  giving  to  some 
of  its  towns  ii^vciit  advantage  over  others,  unless  it  consents 
to  sacriliee  its  own  rev(^nuiMn  so  doing.  Possibly  such  may 
be  tlie  ease  liere. 

The  (i>  r«!Ml,iiit  insists  and  produces  evidence  to  show  that 
it  lias  iu>  \v>i.  V  in  making  rates  except  on  its  own  roads  ;  that 
it  is  enabled  to  name  through  rates  only,  first  ascertaining 
wliat  th(*  rates  charg(id  by  connecting  roads  are,  and  then 
a(i(llu;j:  to  tiiem  its  own  rat(^s  ;,  that  it  issues  through  bills 
over  other  roads  and  honors  thethrough  bills  issued  by  other 
caiiieis  under  mutual  arrangtiments  made  to  facilitate  busi- 
lU'ss  and  accommodate  th(^  public,  and  that  when  it  receives 
frei^lit  moneys  tor  a  transportation  of  property  over  the  lines 
of  otlier  cariiers  it  docs  so  as  the  agent  merely  of  such  other 
(barriers  and  l)ecause  doing  so  is  a  general  convenience  to 
the  patrons  of  tin;  road  and  not  because  it  is  in  any  way  re- 
sponsihh^  for  tlie  making  of  tlu*  rates  upon  which  the  moneys 
ar(^  paid.  Tiiis  testimony  stands  uncontradicted  in  this  case, 
Mild  if  we  accept  it  as  ])resenting  the  actual  facts,  as  under 
circumstances  w(^  must,  it  relieves  the  defendant  from  all  re- 
sponsibility for  injuricms  results  to  the  business  of  Danville 
consc(pient  upon  unfair  or  unequal  through  rates  and  leaves 
it  to  d(  lend  only  the  rates  which  are  made  for  transportation 
on  its  own  lines. 
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The  (lifterence  between  the  local  find  the  through  rates  is 
certainly  very  marked  and  striking,  and  it  results  unfavor- 
ably to  Danville  because  Richmond  and  Lynchburg,  which 
are  competing  towns  for  the  trade  along  the  line  of  defend- 
ant's road,  are  directly  upon  the  long  through  lines,  while 
Danville  is  not.  The  latter  must  therefore  ])ay  local  rates 
from  or  to  the  points  of  junction  of  defendant's  road  with  the 
through  lines  upon  jdl  tlui  freii^ht  sent  or  re(?eived  over  such 
lines,  but  this  is  an  Jid vantage  which  the  towns  first  named 
have  in  their  situation ;  they  are  specially  fortunate  be- 
cause the  long  through  lines  rcMieh  them  and  do  not  reach 
Danville.  For  this  good  fortune  the  defendant  is  not  to  be 
thanked  bv  the  favored  town  or  l)lanuHl  bv  the  other,  for  the 
throutjch  lines  have  become  (established  whore  tliev  are  witli- 
out  its  aid  or  intervention.  Tlie  obli^^atiou  of  defendant  is 
to  make  rates  on  its  own  line  wliicli  are  i;iir,  reasonable,  and 
undiscriminating ;  and  if  it  dot^s  this  the  responsibility,  if 
tliere  is  any,  for  inecpialities  as  bi^twt^en  towns  on  its  line 
which  result  from  the  rates  made  by  other  (%'irriers  must  rest 
upon  those  who  make  them. 

The  assumption  that  defendant  is  in  some  way  responsible 
for  rates  made  over  otlier  roads  is  very  ]>rominent  in  the 
(^omidaints  made  in  the  testimony  of  thci  witnesses  Wimbish 
and  Yarl)rough.  Mr.  R.  Lojiis  Dibrell  also,  after  testifying 
what  were  tlie  rates  of  the  (h^fendant  to  Toronto,  St.  Louis, 
Mo.,  and  Quincy,  Ills.,  on  tobacco,  comjdained  of  them  as 
(excessive  and  also  as  being  unstabh^  and  frecpiently  changed. 
The  instability  may  or  may  not  ho  chargeable  to  defendant; 
the  witness  does  not  stat(i  the  facts  sufficiently  to  enable  us 
to  judge,  and  it  is  ]:)ossible  that  def<»ndant's  rates  may  have 
remain(»d  unchanged  while  those  of  some  other  carrier  in  the 
line  were  unstable.  Li  respect  to  iho.  aggregate  of  the  rates, 
liowever,  the  witness  presents  the  facts  sufficiently  so  that,  if 
he  labors  under  no  mistake,  the  responsibility  for  any  Avrong 
that  was  committed  can  be  definitelv  fixed.  Ho  desired  to 
make  a  consignment  of  tobacco  from  Danville  to  St.  Louis, 
and  on  applying  to  the  agent  of  defendant's  road  at  Danville 
he  w^Ms  told  the  charge  would  be  65  cents  per  cwt.  This  he 
thought  excessive,  and  he  says,  "  By  paying  a  forwarding 
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agent  in  Lynchburg  and  other  points  wo  can  and  did  obtain 
rates  through  him  much  lower  than  those  quoted  and  charged 
to  me  by  the  Richmond  and  Danville  road."  And  he  goes 
into  explanations  which  show  that  the  lower  rates  ho 
obtained  were  in  reduction  of  the  rates  from  Lynchburg 
to  St.  Louis,  no  part  of  them  being  rates  made  by  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  most  obvious  comment  upon  this  c\ddence  is  that 
while  it  fixes  no  responsibility  upon  the  defendant  it  tends  to 
prove  a  violation  of  law  on  the  part  of  the  carrier  connecting 
with  defendant  at  Lynchburg.  It  need  hardly  be  remarked 
that  if  the  law  is  obeyed  by  carriers  the  intervention  of  a 
broker  can  be  of  no  ser\'ice  in  obtaining  better  rates  because 
they  cannot  be  given  rates  which  are  lower  than  those  open 
to  the  public  in  general.  If  the  law  is  complied  with  all  rates 
will  be  open  and  public,  and  no  carrier  will  be  at  liberty  to 
depart  from  them  at  the  solicitation  of  a  broker  or  of  any 
other  person.  If,  as  this  evidence  tends  to  show,  a  special 
rate  was  obtained  in  this  case  through  the  influence  or  per- 
suasions of  a  broker  a  penal  offense  was  committed,  and  the 
transaction  was  one  of  a  kind  that  the  Act  to  Kegulate  Com- 
merce was  specially  designed  to  put  an  end  to.  The  Com- 
mission has  tliercfore  felt  impelled  to  institute  an  inquiry  on 
its  own  behalf  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  either  of  the 
roads  connecting  with  defendant  at  Lynchburg  was  guilty  of 
a  violation  of  law  as  the  proofs  tended  to  show.  This  investi- 
gation has  been  pursued  so  far  as  to  show  that,  though  the 
transaction  testified  to  by  the  witness  took  place  as  stated, 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  intervention  of  the  broker 
liad  nothing  to  do  with  the  obtaining  of  low  rates.  It  ia 
claimed  by  the  road  over  which  the  shipment  westward  from 
Lynchburg  took  place  that  the  low  rate  was  given  by  its  agent 
iiir.dvertently,  through  the  use  of  an  old  special  tariff  which 
liaj  escap(Hl  the  attention  of  the  general  freight  agent. 
Whether  the  giving  of  the  rate  to  the  broker  in  this  case  was 
an  excisable  error  or  an  intentional  violation  of  the  law  it  is 
plain  that  no  wrong  in  respect  to  it  is  brought  home  to  tho 
defendant.  It,  however,  appears  that  the  G5-cent  rate  named 
to  the  witness  as  the  charge  from  Danville  to  St.  Louis 
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was  lii^licr  than  it  should  have  been.  Errors  of  such  a  kind 
will  soniotinies  occur  when  the  rate  is  made  up  by  adding 
together  those  made  by  several  carriers,  especially  when  the 
point  of  destination  is  one  to  which  a  shipiuent  from  the  in- 
itial point  is  seldom  made.  Whether  the  overcharge  in  qno- 
tatioii  of  rates  in  this  instance  occurred  from  ignorance  or 
from  carelessness,  or  was  an  attempt  at  extortion,  is  not  now 
material ;  no  shipment  was  shown  to  have  been  made  under 
it,  and  it  is  not  probable  the  error  will  occur  again. 

We  have  still  to  consider  whether  the  rates  charged  on  de- 
fendant's road  are  shown,  by  comparison  made  with  rates  on 
other  lini'S,  to  be  excessive  and  unreasonable.  In  the  main 
the  comparison  has  been  made  by  the  witnesses  with  rates 
on  through  lines  over  which  the  great  bulk  of  the  traffic  in 
grain,  flour,  dressed  and  canned  meats,  and  provisions  passes 
from  interior  points  to  the  seaboard.  The  difference  between 
tluj  rates  charged  for  transpcn-tation  over  those  lines  and  the 
rati's  made  by  the  defendant  is  so  ver}'  great  that  some  of 
the  witnesses  in  testifying  have  not  hesitated  to  declare  that 
defendant's  eharges  were  thenjby  proved  to  be  excessive. 
Tli(i  logic  which  brings  the  mind  to  this  conclusion  is  that 
other  roads  would  not  accept  the  low  rates  unless  they  were 
justifiable,  and,  if  profitable  to  them,  rates  made  by  defend- 
ant which  are  several  times  as  high  must  necessarily  be  ex- 
orbitant. This  logic,  unfortunately,  though  at  first  blush  it 
seems  reasonable,  does  not  always  stand  the  test  of  examina- 
tion. 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  in  transportation  that  the  cost  of 
carriage  depends  very  largely  upon  the  volume  of  business, 
the  cost  of  carrying  five  tons  being  very  much  greater  in  pro- 
portion than  the  cost  of  carrying  a  thousand  tons  over  the 
same  line.     That  carrier,  therefore,  can  give  the  best  rates 
•  whose  business  is  largest  and  most  steady,  and  as  the  through 
!  lines  between  the  Mississippi  and  the  seaboard  are  best  situ- 
.  ated  for  a  large  and  steady  business  they  can  undoubtedly, 
as  a  general  fact,  give  much  better  rates  than  the  roads  which 
intersect  them  ;  l)ut  it  is  equally  weJl  known  that  the  propor- 
tionate cost  is  diminished  with  the  increase  of  distance,  and 
as,  the  through  lines  carry  the  traffic  mentioned  a  veiylong 
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(listaiico  before  delivering  to  ilofendant  tlio  portion  which 
is  to  go  over  its  road,  they  are,  for  this  additional  reason,  en- 
abled to  make  exceptionally  low  rates.  These  two  facts  aro 
(piitii  suflRcient  to  render  any  comparison  between  the  rates 
('har*^o(l  by  the  leading  through  lines  and  those  made  by  the 
d(^f(  iidant  of  little  or  no  value.  The  circumstances  and  con- 
<liti()iis  under  which  the  traffic  is  carried  by  the  through  and 
the  iiitcrsociting  roads,  respectively,  are  too  great  and  too 
(liv(^rse  to  admit  of  useful  comparison. 

J^ut  another  fact  of  importance  is  also  to  be  borne  in  mind 
in  tlu*-  same  connection.  However  reasonable  may  be  the 
iiifcn  iicci  that  long  through  lines  will  not  accept  rates  that 
K'avo  no  margin  for  profit  on  the  business,  it  is  a  matter  of 
])ubli(^  history  that  some  of  the  through  lines  whose  business 
lias  1)(H  ii  vc^ry  large  have  not  been  profitable  to  stockholders. 
Souk?  of  thorn  have  been  quite  the  reverse  of  profitable,  and 
after  having  been  for  some  time  in  the  hands  of  receivers 
liav(^  ])vvn  sold  under  mortgage  or  reorganized  on  such  terms 
that  tlie  original  stock  was  either  entirely  or  partially  sacri- 
ficed. It  cannot  be  safely  affirmed  that  this  has  been  alto- 
gt  Uur  duo  to  the  low  rates ;  but  excessive  competition  and 
ihi)  aoc^eptanoe  of  traffic  for  transportation  at  rates  which 
woro  not  fairly  romun(Tative  have  been  sufficiently  common 
to  robut  any  presumption  that  carriers  invariably  refuse  to 
acoe])t  business  wlion  there  would  be  no  profit  in  it.  It  has,  . 
moroovor,  been  several  times  proved  before  the  Commission 
without  contradiotion,  that  much  of  the  long-haul  traffic  of  • 
tli(i  ccMintry  is  carricnl  at  rates  which  are  little  above  the 
actual  cost  of  movement ;  so  that  repairs,  interest,  rents,  and 
all  fixcnl  oliargc^s  of  the  same  road  are  necessarily  borne  by 
thoir  short-liaul  traflic.  No  case  under  investigation,  when 
such  ])roof  was  given,  concerned  the  roads  whose  low  rates 
arc  in  question  hero,  and  whether  the  like  proof  could  be 
niado  in  n^spiu't  to  them  is  not  very  important  now.  The 
fact  is  notorious,  and  is  abundantly  proved  by  the  rate  sheets 
now  on  file  with  the  Commission,  that  the  disparity  between 
local  and  through  rates  is  commonly  very  great,  and  when 
such  is  the  case  it  is  obvious  that  the  local  rates  of  one  road 
arc  not  proved  to  be  excessive  by  testimony  which  shows 
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only  that  tliry  are  very  much  abovo  tlie  rates  which  are 
charged  upon  long-haul  traffic  by  other  roads.  The  compari- 
son, if  made  at  all,  should  be  with  local  rates.  Even  then  it 
would  not  b(j  v(»ry  eonclusivi^  without  an  inquiry  into  the  con- 
ditions and  circumstane(?s  of  the  traffic  on  the  roads  whose 
rat<;s  were  compared,  for  freights  on  some  roads,  for  a  diver- 
sity of  reasons  which  it  is  needless  to  undertake  to  specify 
here,  can  be  carried  much  more  cheaply  tliun  on  others. 

AVe  are  eanstrain«Ml  to  say,  therefore,  that  the  rates  charg- 
ed by  the  defendant,  and  which  the  petitioners  complain  of 
as  excessive^,  arc  not  shown  by  the  proofs  to  be  so.  Tlie 
comparison  made  with  through  rates  on  lines  differently  cir- 
cumstaiKred  is  lik(^ly  to  be  misleading,  and  is  certainly 
a]tog(^ther  inconclusive.  For  thti  reasons  given  we  could  not 
base  a  judicial  conclusion  upon  it.  This  leaves  the  allca- 
tion  unsu])}>orted,  for  the  other  evidence  on  this  branch  of 
the  case  is  slight  and  does  not  l)ear  directly  upon  the  point 
in  (M)ntroversv. 

The  complaint  which  in  the  minds  of  the  petitioners  and 
their  witnessi.^s  seems  to  be*  the  most  serious,  is  stated  by  them 
as  a  complaint  of  dis(;rimination  against  Danville  in  denyinf* 
to  it  througli  raters  while  according  them  to  others.  To  un- 
derstand what  this  discrimination  consists  in  it  is  necessary 
to  give  some  of  the  testimony.  The  witness  Yarbrough,  in 
answer  to  th«;  question  whether  the  defendant  had  denied  to 
Danville  i\w  b(»nefits  of  the  through-rate  system  which  had 
bc^-en  accorded  by  it  to  other  })oints,  replied  that  it  hud.  "I 
have  askiMl  for  through  ratios  fnupiently,  and  others  have 
(ione  tli<^  same  in  (^hi(*ago  and  (»lse where.  I  cannot  state  the 
time  or  times  when  I  made  such  applications.  The  applica- 
tions have  always  be<m  refused." 

ft  is  to  be  observed  that  the  only  application  here  speci- 
fie<l  was  on(^  maih^  at  a  grt^at  distance  from  defendant's  line, 
and  not  stattnl  to  have  becMi  nmde  to  any  agent  of  defendant. 
Tt  is  also  to  !)(»  observed  that  no  points  are  named  which  are 
given  rates  in  any  way  ditterent  from  that  in  which  they  are 
given  to  Danville.  The  witness,  however,  on  being  asked  to 
state  in  what  the  discrimination  against  Danville  consisted, 
went  on  to  say:  "It  consists  in  according  to  other  points. 
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notably  llicliinontl  and  Lynchburg,  in  the  re-handling  of  pro- 
visions s|)()k('n  of,  a  bettor  rate  and  facilities  than  it  accords 
to  Danvillo  tor  the  same  services."  And  he  proceeds  with 
spec'itication  as  foUows:  **  Provisions  shipped  from  points 
north  of  tiio  Ohio  river  and  re-shipped  at  Lynchburg  and 
llic^hniond  arc  carried  through  to  points  in  North  and  South 
Carolina  at  rates  considerably  lower  than  if  the  same  goods 
^\•vv^)  shii)j)(Ml  to  Danville  and  re-shipped  from  Danville  to  the 
sanu;  points  South." 

Tlu^  Avitncss,  Samuel  P.  Wimbish,  in  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion wlK'ther  defendant,  sin(H3  the  fifth  of  April  last,  had  dis- 
crinnnatud  in  niattc^r  of'  freight  rates  to  Danville  and  other 
points  and  against  Danville  and  its  people,  said :  **  To  the 
best  of  iny  knowh  dge  and  belief  it  has.  For  example,  de- 
fendant, before  the  fifth  of  April  and  since,  had  its  freight 
(•har<^(\s  so  arranged  as  that  said  charges  from  Eichmond  and 
Lynchburg  to  dreensboro',  Charlotte,  and  other  points  were 
and  are  now  far  lower,  ndatively  speaking,  than  between  any 
of  said  towns  and  Danville." 

AVitnesses  John  AV.  Caton  and  B.  S.  Crews  gave  similar 
(wid('nce,  and  it  s(»ems  to  stand  in  contradistinction  to  that 
of  tin?  officers  of  the  road,  who  testify  positively  that  no  ad- 
vanta;j;(!  in  rates  is  accorded  to  either  Richmond  or  Lynch- 
burg^ and  that  the  same  charges  in  proportion  to  distance  arc 
made  from  them  as  from  Danville  to  other  towns  on  defend- 
ant's lin(\  The  supposed  discrimination  is,  however,  ex- 
[)lainc'd  by  tabulated  statements  which  the  witness,  in  support 
of  th(^  petition,  tih's,  and  from  which  we  may  see  exactly  what 
tln^  discrimination  consists  in. 

Tiiese  tabulated  statements  show  what  the  charges  are 
which  are  made  by  defendant  upon  consignments  of  grain  and 
of  unfits  from  Kichmond  and  Danville  respectively  to  other 
towns  on  def(Mi(lant\s  Ynu\  and  also  the  charges  made  from 
Kiehniond  to  Danville,  the  purposes  being  to  show  that,  in 
coni])('tin;j;  for  the  trade  of  local  points  on  defendant's  road, 
Danville  is  placed  at  a  disadvantage.  The  statement,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  charges  for  the  transportation  of  grain,  is  hero 
given  : 

From  Ftichmond  to  Reidsville,  N.  C,  164  miles,  charge  18 
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cents  per  cwt.;  from  Richmond  to  Danville,  140  miles,  15 
cents ;  thence  to  Beidsville,  24  miles,  8  cents ;  total,  23  cents. 

From  Richmond  to  Greensboro',  213  miles,  20  cents ;  from 
Danville  to  Greensboro*,  49  miles,  10  cents ;  added  to  rate  to 
Danville,  25  cents. 

From  Richmond  to  Durham,  230  miles,  21  cents;  from 
Danville  to  Durham,  80  miles,  15  cents ;  added  to  rate  to 
Danville,  30  cents. 

From  Richmond  to  Charlotte,  281  miles,  21  cents  ;  from 
Danville  to  Charlotte,  141  miles,  15  cents  ;  added  to  rate  to 
Danville,  30  cents. 

From  Richmond  to  Asheville,  360  miles,  28  cents ;  from 
Danville  to  Asheville,  220  miles,  27  cents  ;  added  to  rate  to 
Danville,  42  cents. 

From  Richmond  to  Salisbury,  230  miles,  21  cents ;  from 
Danville  to  Salisbury,  90  miles,  15  cents ;  added  to  rate  to 
Danville,  30  cents. 

From  Richmond  to  High  Point,  218  miles,  21  cents ;  from 
Danville  to  High  Point,  78  miles,  19  cents ;  added  to  rate  to 
Danville,  36  cents. 

The  showing  in  respect  to  meats  is  similar  to  this,  and 
another  statement  of  shipments  from  Chicago  or  other  west- 
ern points  to  Richmond  and  to  Danville,  respectively,  would, 
when  re-shipments  were  made  to  the  other  points  named,  re- 
sult in  like  discrepancies.  The  discrimination  the  petitioners 
complain  of  is  that  defendant's  rates  are  so  made  that  the 
Danville  merchant  cannot  deliver  his  goods  at  Reidsville, 
Greensboro',  and  other  towns  named  at  which  he  may  sell 
them  at  rates  for  transportation  as  low  as  are  accorded  to 
Richmond  on  shipments  to  the  same  point. 

The  most  casual  inspection  of  this  statement,  however,  will 
make  plain  to  the  mind  that  the  difForenee  in  rates  which  it 
shows  in  favor  of  Richmond  results  from  the  fact  that  from 
Richmond  the  property  is  supposed  to  be  taken  directly  to 
the  several  points  named,  while  the  Danville  shipments  are 
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made  first  from  Richmond  to  Danville  and  then  from  Dan- 
villo  to  the  ultimate  destination.  The  difference  is,  therefore, 
a  difi'erence  between  the  charge  for  one  transportation  cover- 
ing a  definite  distance  and  that  for  two  transportations  which 
aggregate  the  same  distance.  The  petitioners  think  that 
upon  such  goods  bought  in  Richmond,  as  they  sell  at  Reids- 
ville  or  other  points  named,  they  should  be  charged  in  the 
aggregate  only  the  rates  which  are  charged  when  the  con- 
sigiimi'ut  is  directly  from  Richmond  through  to  the  same 
[>()int.  Defendant  assents  to  this  when  the  Danville  mer- 
chant ships  directly  from  Richmond  to  the  place  of  sale,  but 
dtH-lincjs  to  allow  it  when  the  shipment  is  first  to  Danville 
and  then  to  the  ultimate  destination.  It  is  the  denial  of  this 
privilege  of  having  the  two  shipments  count  as  one  w'hich 
constitutes  the  discrimination  complained-  of. 

The  concession  here  claimed  bears  resemblance  to  an  at- 
tempt to  compel  the  railroad  company  to  establish  the  sys- 
tem which  in  some  parts  of  the  country  is  known  as  "mill- 
ing in  transit" — a  favor  in  transportation  most  often,  per- 
haps, allowinl  to  manufacturers  of  flour,  but  which  is  known 
in  other  industries  also.  In  proceedings  before  the  Commis- 
sion where  this  system  has  incidentally  been  spoken  of  it  has 
been  said  to  have  had  its  origin  in  the  desire  of  carriers 
which  receive<l  wheat  for  delivery  to  millers  on  their  line  to 
control  the  transportation  of  the  manufactured  article  and 
k(M'j)  it  from  passing  to  the  hands  of  competitors.  It  is  not 
likely  that  this  is  the  sole  reason  for  the  practice,  and  we 
mention  it  only  as  one  that  has  been  named.  The  control  of 
the  carriage  would  be  assured  by  giving  to  the  consignor  of 
wheat  a  through  rate  from  the  point  of  reception  to  the  point 
at  which  he  expected  to  market  his  flour,  but  with  the  priv- 
ihiie  of  converting  the  wheat  into  flour  at  an  intemerdiate 
point.  The  advantage  of  such  a  privilege  to  the  consignor 
ma\  1)(^  shown  by  a  supposed  case.  Let  it  be  assumed  that 
th(*  rate  on  wheat  from  Chicago  to  New  York  is  25  cents  per 
hundreil  pounds,  and  from  Chicago  to  Rochester  18  centS; 
while  from  Rochester  to  New  York  on  flour  it  is  15  cents.  If, 
now,  the  Rochester  inilha*  purchases  his  wheat  and  sends  it 
forward  on  the  through  rate  with  the  privilege  of  milling  it. 


424  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REPORTS, 

in  transit  it  is  evident  lie  will  have  saved  when  it  has  reached 
New  York  as  flour  8  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  this  very 
large  saving  would  give  him  a  great  advantage  over  millers 
not  having  a  like  privilege. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that  the  giving  of  this  privilege 
under  the  circumstances  suggested  would  be  equivalent  to  a 
concession  in  rates  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company,  since 
the  cost  of  the  carrier  of  the  two  shipments,  first  of  the 
wheat  to  Rochester  and  then  of  the  flour  to  New  York,  would 
necessarily  be  somewhat  greater  than  the  cost  of  a  single 
shipment  of  a  like  quantity  from  01>icago  to  New  York  direct 
without  unloading  on  the  way.  It  is  hardly  to  be  supposed, 
therefore,  that  a  .railroad  company  will  voluntarily  grant 
such  a  privilege  unless  some  compensating  advantage  to 
itself  will  flow  from  it  or  unless  the  law  compels  it. 

When  the  question  of  granting  such  a  privilege  is  under 
consideration  a  railroad  company  will  naturally  consider,  not 
the  advantages  merely,  but  what  the  disadvantages  to  itself 
are  or  may  be,  and  some  of  these  have  also  been  suggested 
when  the  subject  has  been  referred  to  on  our  hearings.  The 
third  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  makes  it  un- 
lawful for  any  carrier  subject  to  its  provisions  to  give  any 
undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any  par- 
ticular locality.  The  question  may  be  raised  under  this  sec- 
tion whether  it  would  not  be  unlawful  for  a  carrier  to  give 
the  privilege  of  milling  in  transit  to  one  town  on  its  line  and 
deny  it  to  others  ;  but  a  railroad  company  might  have  an 
interest  in  granting  the  privilege  to  a  town  which  was  a 
common  point  for  other  roads,  and  no  such  interest  in  grant- 
ing it  elsewhere  ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  a  plausible  question 
might  be  raised  as  to  the  right  to  grant  it  to  one  point  only 
might  be  thought  a  sufficient  reason  for  denying  it  altogether. 

A  question  may  also  be  raised — and,  indeed,  we  are  in- 
formed has  been  raised,  in  another  part  of  the  country — un- 
der the  second  section,  which  prohibits  and  renders  unlawful 
any  discrimination  in  rates  as  between  persons.  In  the  sup- 
posed case  the  miller,  under  the  fiction  of  a  continuous  ship- 
ment of  wheat  from  Chicago  to  New  York,  would  in  reality 
pay  a  proportion  of  the   through  rate  as  for    a  shipment 
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to  New  York  of  flour  from  Rochester ;  but  unless  this  pro- 
portion was  less  than  the  current  rate  on  flour  from  Boohes- 
ter  to  New  York  the  privilege  would  be  of  doubtful  value,  and 
the  fact  that  it  is  less  constitutes  the  inducement  to  the 
miller  for  seeking  the  privilege.  If,  therefore,  while  one 
miller  procures  his  stock  in  Chicago,  his  neighbor  in  the 
same  business,  and  who  expects  to  sell  it  in  the  same  market, 
purchases  his  wheat  in  the  local  market,  the  latter  flnds  him- 
self, when  he  sends  forward  his  flour,  placed  at  a  disadvan- 
tage in  rates ;  and  he  is  not  unlikely  to  raise  the  question 
whether  it  is  lawful  to  make  a  charge  for  the  transportation 
of  his  flour  which  is  greater  than  what  would  be  the  just  pro- 
portion from  Rochester  to  New  York  of  the  shipment  made 
by  the  other  from  Chicago.  The  shipments  of  flour  in  the 
two  cases  would  begin  at  the  same  place,  the  service  as  to 
each  would  be  the  same,  and  so  also  would  be  the  cost  of 
carriage. 

We  mention  these  as  being  questions  which  are  frequently 
suggested,  and  which,  therefore,  a  carrier  is  apprised,  may 
possibly  be  raised  in  case  such  a  privilege  is  conceded.  We 
do  not  say  they  are  serious  or  difficult  questions  ;  they  have 
not  been  discussed  before  the  Commission  ;  they  hav8  never 
in  any  form  been  presented  for  decision,  and  we  shall,  of 
course,  refrain  entirely  from  expressing  any  opinion  upon 
them  ;  but  the  fact  that  such  questions  may  be  raised  must 
naturally  have  its  influence  with  the  carrier  when  the  ques- 
tion of  granting  the  privilege  is  under  consideration.  He  will 
be  apprised  that  the  concession  may  not  unlikely  be  followed 
by  controversies  ;  possibly  by  litigation. 

It  is  evident  tiiat  the  privilege  desired  by  complainants 
might  raise  like  questions  to  those  above  indicated.  Com- 
])lainaiits  Avis'.i  to  be  at  liberty  to  purchase  goods  at  the 
])oints  of  sup[)ly,  and  instead  of  paying  the  regular  rate  for 
the  transportation  thence  to  Danville  and  the  local  rates  from 
Danvilhi  to  tlu)  place  at  which  they  make  sale,  they  ask  that 
the  whohi  shi-Il  bo  treated  as  one  continuous  shipment  and 
paid  for  accordini^ly.  Probably  if  the  privilege  were  granted 
the  rc-shii)iji(^nt  would  sometimes  be  made  without  breaking 
bulk,  but  it  could  hardly  be  expected  that  this  would  occur 
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very  generally.  The  privilege  would  be  in  the  nature  of  a 
concession  in  rates  made  to  Danville.  The  officers  of  defend- 
ant decline  to  grant  it,  and  the  question  is  whether  they  are 
violati!ig  a  legal  right  in  so  doing.  One  reason  which  they 
assign  for  their  action  is  that  if  they  make  the  concession  to 
Danville  they  must  do  the  same  for  lleidsville,  Goldsboro*, 
Durham,  and  all  other  places  on  their  line  that  may  ask  it,  or 
they  will  be  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  Act  to  KeguIateCom- 
merc(» ;  but  tJie  concession,  if  thus  made  general,  w<jiJd  be  of 
little  or  no  advanta«ce  to  anv  one. 

It  does  not  become  necessary  in  this  case  to  decide  whether 
if  the  concession  were  thus  made  to  one  town  it  must  be 
made  to  all  others,  for  that  question  is  not  before  lis.  The 
defendant  has  declined  to  make  the  concession  to  any  town, 
for  reasons  some  of  which  are  a^^ove  indicated,  and  the 
charge;  is  that  this  amounts  to  unjust  discrimination,  because 
the  eiftect  is  prejudicial  to  Danville  and  favorable  to  some 
other  localities ;  but  this  effcict  cannot  d(»termine  the  question 
at  issu<?.  Th(?r(;  can  cei-tainly  be  no  discrimination  as  against 
any  particular  town  in  action  which  is  general  and  applies 
alike  to  all  towns.  Discrimination  must  consist  in  the  doing 
for  or  allowing  to  one  party  or  place  what  is  denied  to  another; 
it  cannot  be  predicated  of  action  which  in  itscdf  is  impai*tial. 
This  Requires  no  argument ;  the  statement  itself  is  conclusive. 
A  rogulati(m  that  is  general  and  uniform  is  the  opposite  of 
discrinunation.  If  th(i  residt  is  favorable  to  some  localities 
and  unfavorable  to  others  W(^  may  regret  the  fact,  but  we  can- 
not imder  any  authority  the  law  has  conferred  upon  us  inter- 
pose to  (rhango  it. 

The  conclusion  is  that  the  Commission  cannot  adjudge  the 
d(>iendant  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination  in  the  particular 
mentioned.  Neither  can  it  find  upon  the  evidence  that  any 
advantage  which  is  obtained  by  Ilichmond  or  any  other  lo- 
cality by  moans  of  low  rates  given  by  connecting  roads  is 
chargeable  as  a  wrong  done  by  defendant.  The  naming  of  a 
through  rate  by  the  defendant  to  or  from  any  distant  point 
an<l  the  rec^eiving  of  the  freight  moneys  on  a  consignment  do 
not  of  themselves  charge  the  defendant  with  any  responsi- 
bility in  respect  to  the  rates  beyond  its  own  line.     There  is 
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iio  wrong  on  its  part  in  giving  to  its  customers  information 
n^specting  such  rates  nor  in  receiving  payment  for  both  itself 
and  its  connections.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  a  great  business 
convenience,  and  any  carrier  which  should  refuse  to  give 
tlirongli  bills  when  it  could  do  so  or  to  name  through  rates 
which  are  made  up  by  adding  its  own  to  the  rates  made  by  its 
connections  would  be  justly  liable  to  very  severe  censure. 
Throujjjh  bills  are  among  the  most  important  and  valuable  of 
transportation  facilities,  and  it  is  not  only  important  that  the 
consignor  should  know  before  he  forwards  the  goods  what 
the  charges  upon  thorn  for  the  whole  distance  are  to  be,  but 
it  coinnionly  saves  him  much  trouble  and  avoids  mistakes  if 
he  can  ])rocure  the  information  from  the  local  agent  of  the 
receiving  company  instead  of  being  compelled  to  apply  to 
two  or  more  agents  at  a  distance.  The  receiving  carrier 
ought,  tlu  refore,  to  ke(*p  informed  respecting  rates  over  con- 
necting lines,  whether  it  joins  in  making  them  or  not,  and  iii 
ought  also  to  give  through  bills  when  they  are  desired  if  it 
can  an  aiige  with  its  connections  to  do  so.  It  will  not  perform 
its  full  duty  to  the  public  unleLS  it  does  so. 

The  iV3sult  of  our  investigation  of  tliis  case  may  be  sum- 
marized very  briefly.  The  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  some 
overcharges  which  the  parties  pajdng  them  are  entitled  to 
have  refund(Ml  if  the  refunding  has  not  already  taken  place. 
The  proofs  show  also  that  in  the  spring  and  summer  of  1887 
t]i(3  di^fcnulant  made  raters  which  were  greater  on  its  road  to 
Danville  than  to  Richmond  through  Danville,  but-  its  tariffs 
have  since  been  so  changed  that  such  greater  rates  are  no 
longer  charged.  No  application  is  made  for  the  refunding  of 
moneys  paid  on  such  rates,  and  the  question  whether  there 
should  be  anv  is  not  before  us.  The  Commission  has  no  au- 
tliority  to  recjuire  the  defendant  to  concede  the  privilege 
sought  for,  corresponding  to  that  of  "  milling  in  transit,"  and 
the  evidences  offered  to  show  that  the  rates  of  the  defendant 
are  exc(\ssiv(^  and  unjust  is  too  inconclusive  to  justify  any 
finding  to,  that  effect. 
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WILLIAM  H.  HEARD  v.  THE  GEOEGIA  EAILROAD 

COMPANY. 

Heard  December  15, 1887.— Decided  February  15, 1888. 

Passengers  paying  the  sarao  fare  upon  the  same  railroad  train,  whether 
white  or  colored,  are  entitled  to  eiiimlity  of  transportation,  in  respect  to 
the  charattter  of  the  cars  in  which  they  travel,  and  the  comforts  and 
conveniences  supplied. 

Separation  of  white  and  colored  passengers  paying  the  same  fare  is  not  un- 
lawful, if  C4irs  and  accommodations  equal  in  all  respects  are  furnishe<l 
to  both,  and  the  same  care  aiid  protection  of  passengers  observed. 

By  re<iuiring  the  petitioner,  who  had  paid  a  first-class  fare,  to  ride  in  a  half 
car  set  apart  for  colored  passengers,  with  accommodations  and  comforts 
inferior  to  the  car  for  white  passengers  in  the  same  train,  who  paid  the 
same  faro,  and  without  tlie  protection  against  annoyances  furnished  to 
whit«3  passengers,  the  Georgia  liailroad  Company  subjected  him  to  un- 
due and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  in  violation  of  the 
third  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

«/.  W.  Croiawell  and  ^\,  C,  2raribi,  for  petitioner. 
Joseph  B,  Cuniining,  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

ScHOONMAKER,  Comwhs'tover : 

The  issue  presented  by  the  ])l(^adings  in  this  proceeding  is 
whether  the  petit i<iner  was  subjected  to  undue  or  unreason- 
able pngudice  or  disadvantage  upon  the  defendant's  road  in 
being  required,  while  holding  a  first-class  ticket,  to  travel  in 
a  compartment  of  a  car  allotted  to  colored  persons  and  infe- 
rior in  its  accommodations  and  comforts  to  the  car  for  white 
persons  in  the  same  train. 

The  undisputed  facts  are  in  substance  that  the  petitioner, 
a  colored  person  who  resides  at  Charleston,  S.  C,  and  is  a 
minister  of  the  African  Methodist  E})iscopal  Church,  was  in 
Ohio  on  business,  and  wishing  to  n^turn  home,  purchased  at 
Cincinnati,  on  June  10, 1887,  a  first-class  through  ticket  from 
Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  Charleston,  S.  C,  for  S19.55,  the  regular 
])rice  of  such  tickets  upon  the  Cincinnati  Southern,  the 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  and  the  Georgia  rail- 
roads, which  ticket  w^as  honored  by  all  of  those  roads.  The 
petitioner,  with  other  colored  persons,  left  Cincinnati  on  that 
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(l.iy  and  nNXcluMl  Atlanta,  Ga.,  on  tho  evening  of  the  17th  of 
»lun(^  and  reniJiintul  there  until  the  next  morning.  In  the 
jonnu^y  to  Atlanta  over  the  Cincinnati  Southern  and  the 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  railroads  no  disHnction 
was  niadi^  in  respeet  to  whit(i  and  colored  passengers,  but 
l)<)tli  wcYv  allowed  seats  in  the  same  cars.  Fiom  Atlanta  to 
Cliaih^ston  the  journey  "was  ovei-  the  defendant's  road.  On 
tlic  morning  of  June  18  the  petition(»r  took  the  first  train  out 
from  Atlanta  to  Charleston,  which  consisted  of  two  passen- 
g<'r  cars  bcsidc^s  the  locomotive  and  baggage  car.  By  tho 
regulations  of  the  company  the  rear  car  was  allotted  exclu- 
sively to  white  passengers.  The  other  car  was  divided  by  a 
})artition  at  or  near  the  center  into  two  compartments,  with 
an  ()[)en  s])ace  of  about  a  foot  in  width  between  the  top  of 
the  partition  and  the  ceiling  of  the  car,  and  there  was  a  door  in 
tlui  center.  The  rear  compartment  was  used  as  a  smoker  for 
]Kiss(Migers  of  both  colors.  TIkj  forward  compartment  was 
used  for  colored  passengers  of  both  sexes,  having  only  ono 
cl()s<'t,  and  the  compartment  being  often  full  of  smoke.  Train 
hands  and  lalxn'ers  with  their  tools  sat  in  this  compartment, 
and  it  was  not  provided  with  ic(Ml  water,  the  seats  were  not 
uj)liolst(U'iMl,  and  there  was  no  carpet  on  the  fiocn*.  In  the 
white  ])assengers'  car  the  seats  were  upholstered,  the  floor 
carpeted,  and  there  was  icf^l  water.  The  car  in  which  the 
cdIohmI  coiiipartment  is  locat(Ml  is  popularly  termed  a  "Jim 


Vow  car." 


Wlien  the  petitioner  took  th(^  train  at  Atlanta  he  attempted 
to  (Mitir  the  rear  car,  but  was  pn^vented  by  tho  conductor 
and  dircH'ted  to  go  in  the  colored  car,  which  he  did.  Tho 
compartment  for  colored  passengers  was  dusty  and  dirty  and 
at  timers  as  full  of  smoke  as  the  adjoining  compartment,  in 
wliich  men  were  smoking.  TIhtc  were  many  colored  passen- 
gt»rs  in  the  compartment,  including  about  a  dozen  females. 
Th(^  petitioncu*  remonstrated  with  the  conductor  against  tho 
condition  of  the  car  and  requested  permission  to  ride  in  tho 
other  car.  This  the  conductor  refused,  and  told  him  that 
that  was  the  colored  car  and  he  must  ride  in  it  or  walk ;  that 
he  (tho  conductor)  had  to  obey  orders  or  lose  his  place.  On 
the  journey  white  men  came  in  the  compartment  with  whis- 


430  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

key  and  drank  it  from  the  glass  used  by  passengers  for  water, 
and  indulged  in  rude  and  profane  language.  On  the  request 
of  the  petitioner  the  conductor  caused  these  men  to  leave  the 
compartment. 

It  appears  by  the  testimony  of  the  general  manager  of  the 
defendant  that  the  Georgia  Railroad  Company  has  establish- 
ed rules  and  regulations  in  regard  to  the  classes  of  passen- 
gers and  cars  in  which  they  shall  travel ;  that  white  passen- 
gers must  be  excluded  from  the  compartment  reserved  for 
colored  passengers  unless  the  train  is  so  crowded  that  seats 
cannot  be  provided  for  them  elsewhere,  and  that  smoking  is 
not  allowed  in  the  compartment  provided  for  colored  passen- 
gers. He  further  states  that  the  accommodations  are  sub- 
stantially the  same  for  colored  as  for  first-class  white  passen- 
gers ;  that  the  interests  of  the  colored  as  well  as  white  pas- 
sengers in  Georgia  are  better  observed  by  separating  them, 
and  that  the  colored  travel  on  the  defendant's  road  is  limited, 
not  sufficient  to  justify  separate  cars,  and  hence  the  plan  of 
compartment  cars ;  that  on  special  occasions,  when  large 
numbers  of  colored  persons  travel,  one  or  two  cars  are  fur- 
nished from  which  white  persons  are  excluded.  These  rules 
arc  made  by  the  general  manager  and  are  only  oral. 

It  appeared  in  the  case  that  in  South  Carolina  and  some 
other  States,  where  a  large  colored  population  resides,  no 
separation  of  white  and  colored  passengers  is  recjuired  on 
railroad  trains,  but  first  and  second  class  cars  are  provided 
with  lower  rates  of  fare  for  the  second  class,  and  that  both 
colors  may  travel  in  cars  of  either  class,  as  they  prefer. 

Upon  the  testimony  in  the  case  there  is  no  room  for  doubt 
that  the  petitioner  and  those  of  his  color  who  traveled  with 
him  on  the  train  in  question  were  subjected  to  undue  and  un- 
just ])r(»judice  and  disadvantage,  and  that  the  discrimination 
was  made  solely  on  account  of  color. 

The  petitioner's  conduct  and  bearing,  so  far  as  the  testi- 
mony shows,  were  unexceptionable.  He  is  a  minister  of  th(». 
Gospel,  in  apparently  good  standing  in  a  respectable  relig- 
ioiis  organization,  and  is  evidently  a  man  of  education  and 
decorous  behavior.  His  subjection,  therefore,  to  the  inferior 
accommodations  and  discomforts  of  the  colored  compartment 
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ami  J  fumos  of  tobacco  smoke  and  wliiskej',  while  the  railroad 
(•()nil)jiny  had  liis  money  for  a  first-class  passage,  enjoyed  by 
wliit(i  passengers  but  denied  to  him,  was  a  palpable  vio- 
hitioii  of  the  tliird  section  of  the  Act  to  Kegulate  Commerce, 
a  ('l(\ir  breach  of  duty  under  the  contract  of  carriagt^,  and 
an  indignity  to  the  petitioner  for  which  no  extenuation  was 
shown. 

Th(*  (piostion  of  discrimination  on  the  ground  of  color  has 
IxHui  before  tlie  Commission  upon  a  different  state  of  facts  in 
tlu^  case  of  CouiuuU  vs.  Wedern  and  Atlantic  Ji.  li,  Co.  (1  In* 
t'  r.sfftte  (\nH.  Jii'p.,  3131)),  and  the  ruling  in  that  case  that  the 
forcibU;  ejection  of  a  colored  passenger  who  had  paid  a  first- 
class  fare  from  the  car  in  which  he  was  seated,  which  in  that 
case  AS  as  di^signated  a  ladies'  car,  and  compelling  him  to  ride 
in  a  conipjirtment  car  similar  to  the  one  in  this  case,  where 
the  eolorcMl  passengers  were  congregated  in  half  a  car  adjoin- 
iirj;  a  smoking  apartment,  annoyed  by  tobacco  smoke  and 
(>tli<>r  iiii])roprieti(rs,  subjected  him  to  undue  and  unreason- 
ahle  ])reju(lice  and  disadvantage  under  the  third  section  of 
{\\v.  Act  to  Ilegulate  Commerce,  is  entirely  decisive  of  the  ques- 
lit)ii  \\(\\'  presc  ntc;d,  and  must  Ixi  followed  in  this  case. 

That  decision  was  based  upon  tlie  principles  of  justice  and 
eon.ility  in  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property  em- 
iKxlied  in  the  act,  and  resting  upon  no  less  a  foundation  than 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

I'(ju:ility  of  civil  and  political  rights,  and  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  hiws,  with  no  discrimination  except  for  iniscon- 
(bict  or  crime,  an^  subjects  not  open  for  discussion.  They 
ar<'  fundamental  principles  of  government  and  jurisprudence. 
A\'lioever  attem])ts  to  deny  thc^se  principles  in  their  just  ap- 
])licatioii  puts  liimself  in  antagonism  to  the  established  law  of 
tli(i  land.  (Questions  may  arise  with  regard  to  the  extent  of 
tli<^  a])p]ic:iti()n  of  th(»se  principles  and  the  manner  in  which 
oiVect  shall  be  given  to  them  when  ccmsiderations  are  involved 
arising  out  of  facts  that  laws  cannot  change. 

Tlie  undiMiiabhi  fact  of  a  difFerence  in  color  is  one  for  which 
government  and  law  are  not  responsible.  It  exists  by  a  fiat 
transcending  human  knowledge,  and  has  existed  through  the 
epochs  of  history.     It  should  be  recognized  and  dealt  with 
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liko  otli(T  unclianf^oablo  f:icts,  justly  iilways,  but  with  discre- 
tion find  ronson.  AVlicii  it  becomes  an  element  in  a  judicia] 
controversy,  ont*  eolor  or  race  has  no  exclusive  rigbt  to  rec- 
o^^iiition  nor  ground  for  special  fav<ji'  ov(?r  the  otber,  but 
Avhite  and  black  alike  ar(>  entitled  to  fair  and  imj^artial  coii- 
siderjition,  and  the  ]>rinciple  of  equality  of  rigbts  is  to  be 
applied  with  i^ven-hjuided  justice,  but  w'itliout  unnecessary 
extension  beyond  its  legitimate  purview.  It  is  not,  therefore, 
with  sole  regard  to  the  wishes  or  conceptions  of  ideal  justice 
of  colored  persons,  nor  only  with  deference  to  the  prejudices 
or  abstract  convictions  of  Avhite  persons,  that  a  practical  ad- 
justment is  to  be  r<*achcd,  l)ut  with  enlight^Lined  regard  to  the 
best  interests  and  harmonious  nilations  of  both,  constrained 
by  long  past  events  foi*  which  none  now  living  are  responsi- 
ble to  mak(^  their  habitations  and  supi)ort  themselves  as  best 
they  can  under  the  same  irovernment. 

The  disposition  of  a  delicate  and  impoiiant  question  of 
this  cliara(;ter,  weighted  with  end)arrjissments  arising  from 
anteced<^nt  h'gal  and  social  conditions,  should  aim  at  a  result 
most  likely  to  ccmeluce  to  ])eace  and  order,  and  to  preserve 
the  S(^lf-3  esp(u*t  and  dignity  of  citizenship  of  a  common 
countrv.  And,  while  the  mandate  of  the  statute  must  be  our 
])aramount  guides,  wt^  may  be  assisted  by  the  knowledge 
familiar  to  all  of  past  and  ])resent  circumstances  relating  to 
our  div(?rs(^  population,  and  such  lights  of  reason  and  experi- 
ence* as  surround  the  qui^stion.  in  giving  effect  with  the  least 
amount  of  friction  to  tln^  purj)Oses  of  the  law. 

It  being  manif(^st  upon  i\w  facts  of  this  cr-se  that  bj*  the 
discrimination  betw(MMi  Avhite  and  colored  passengers,  and 
the  character  of  accommodations  furnished  to  colored  pas- 
seng(»rs,  th(^  jx^dioner  was  subjected  to  unjust  prejudice  and 
disadvantage  in  violation  of  the  statute,  the  duty  of  the  Com- 
mission might  be  regarded  as  performed  in  so  deciding,  leav- 
ing the  carrier  to  make  such  changes  as  it  might  deem  appro- 
])riate. 

Jhit  the  arguments  at  the  liearing  and  the  subject  itself  au- 
thoiize,  if  they  do  not  demand,  further  consideration.  If,  as 
is  claimed  by  the  defendant,  a  public  sentiment  exists  in  the 
State  of  Geoi-gia,  and  in  some  other  states  where  the  colored 
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population  is  proportionately  largo,  that  renders  separation 
of  })asseiigers  on  the  ground  of  color  expedient,  either  as  a 
sjifcguard  against  disturbance  or  for  other  good  reasons,  it  is 
obvious  tliat  the  cars  for  the  two  colors  should  b«?  equal  in 
their  comforts  and  accommodations,  and  that  colored  trav- 
clers  should  have  no  occasion  for  contrasting  unfavorably 
their  mode  of  transportation  with  that  of  white  travelers  in 
the  same  train,  where  both  pay  the  same  price  for  carriage. 
Nothing  less  than  this  will  comply  with  the  plain  require- 
ment of  tlie  law.  When  a  carrier,  for  anv  cause  not  founded 
on  misconduct  or  disease  that  may  be  ofTensive  or  infectious, 
assunu^s  the  right  to  separate  in  dififerent  cars  passengers 
wjio  j)ay  the  same  fare,  he  takes  the  responsibility  of  furnish- 
ing (Mpiality  of  accommodations  and  of  protection  from 
molestation. 

A  rule  recjuiring  separation  of  passengers  invites  officious 
intiuference  to  enforce  it  by  meddlesome  persons  who,  im- 
pelled perhaps  by  strong  prejudices  and  unmindful  of  the 
riglits  of  others,  are  doubtless  less  considerate  and  law-ob- 
serving in  their  self-appointed  service  than  the  authorized 
employees  of  the  carrier  in  the  responsible  discharge  of  their 
duty.  If,  therefore,  the  rule  is  sought  to  be  justified,  it  can 
only  b(^  done  by  showing  that  adequate  protection  is  afforded 
to  colored  passengers  against  assaults  and  indignities,  and 
that  the  equality  in  separate  cars  is  real  and  not  delusive. 

It  is  not  surprising  that  it  appears  to  colored  persons  as 
irony  to  bo  put  in  a  badly  furnished  car,  popidarly  desig- 
nated as  a  "Jim  Crow  car,"  of  which  only  half  is  at  their 
service,  with  liability  to  interruptions  and  annoyances,  and 
to  call  that  equality  of  comfort  and  accommodations.  It  is 
said  in  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  the  company  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  reproachful  designation  of  the  car.  That 
doubtless  is  so,  but  the  defendant  is  responsible  for  the  char- 
acter of  the  car  and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  used.  Educated 
and  reputable  colored  persons,  like  the  petitioner,  have 
reason,  therefore,  for  complaining  that  under  spch  conditions 
of  transportation  they  are  not  furnished  the  just  and  equal 
accommodations  for  which  they  pay  and  to  which  they  are 
entitled  under  the  la^. 


4tdi  INTERSTATE  COMMEBCE   COJCMISSION    aEFOBTS. 

To  what  extent  a  public  sentiment  prevails  that  renders 
separation  in  different  cars  desirable  does  not  appear. 
Whether  it  is  general  or  local  the  testimony  in  this  case  does 
not  show.  The  practice,  however,  of  maintaining  the  separ- 
ation by  assigning  colored  passengers  to  a  segment  of  a  car 
inferior  in  its  appointments,  while  charging  them  first-clasR 
fare  is  one  that  violates  the  plain  provisions  of  the  law  and 
is  manifestly  unjust. 

In  many  states  where  railroad  travel  is  large  and  colored 
persons  loss  numerous,  no  separation  or  distinction  is  made, 
but  passengers  pacing  the  same  fare  occupy  the  same  oars  in 
common,  and  questions  of  discrimination  or  disputes  on  the 
ground  of  color  do  not  occur. 

In  South  Carolina,  according  to  the  evidence  and  as  was 
alleged  in  argument,  in  the  states  of  Virginia  and  North 
Carolina,  where  the  colored  population  is  large,  no  separation 
is  made,  but  two  classes  of  cars  are  provided  with  some  dif- 
ference in  the  fare  corresponding  with  the  quality  of  the  car, 
and  persons  of  both  colors  may  purchase  tickets  for  and  ride 
in  either  class  of  car,  according  to  their  inclination  or  ability 
to  pay,  and  it  is  said  that  the  method  works  well  and  is 
generally  satisfactory.  A  method  like  this  does  not  appear 
to  be  in  violation  of  the  law. 

The  argument  in  behalf  of  the  petitioner  was  directed 
largely  to  the  obliteration  of  all  distinctions  in  transportation 
and  forcibly  urged  identity  of  white  and  colored  passengers 
paying  the  same  fare  as  the  only  absolute  equality  under  the 
law.  The  case  of  liailroad  Company  v.  Brown^  (17  Wall., 
445)  was  cited  as  supporting  this  proposition.  That  case  arose 
under  special  acts  of  Congress  applying  to  the  Alexandria 
and  Washington  Bailroad  Company,  chartered  by  the  State 
of  Virginia,  by  which  the  company  was  authorized  to  extend 
its  road  into  the'  District  of  Columbia  and  to  connect  with 
the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad.  The  privilege  was  accom- 
panied with  the  provision  "  that  no  person  shall  be  excluded 
from  the  cars  on  account  of  color." 

The  company  provided  separate  cars  for  white  and  colored 
passengers,  claimed  to  be  equally  good,  and  charged  the  same 
fare  for  either  car.    A  refusal  by  the  company  to  permit  a 
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colored  passenger  to  ride  in  a  car  with  white  passengers  was 
held  by  the  court  to  be  a  violation  of  the  enactment  "  that  no 
person  should  be  excluded  from  the  cars  on  account  of 
color."  Assuming  that  provision  to  have  been  properly  in- 
terpreted (although  the  court  concedes  that  the  words  taken 
literally  might  have  borne  the  interpretation  put  upon  th6m 
by  the  railroad  company),  it  is  not  decisive  of  the  point  pre- 
sented under  a  statute  materially  diflferent. 

The  statute  governing  this  case  declares  to  be  unlawful 
and  forbids  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage 
to  any  person  or  the  subjection  of  any  person  to  any  undue 
or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage. 

It  by  no  means  follows  that  separation  into  cars  of  equal 
(juality  and  where  the  same  protection  is  accorded  is  undue 
preference  to  one  class  of  passengers  or  undue  prejudice  to 
the  other  class.  Circumstances  and  conditions  may  exist  to 
justify  such  separation,  and  it  may  be  in  the  interest  of  both 
that  it  should  be  done. 

The  same  section  applies  the  same  principles  to  the  trans- 
portation of  property  as  to  persons,  but  no  one  would  se- 
riously insist  that  the  statute  requires  all  property  of  the 
same  kind  or  all  kinds  of  property  to  be  carried  in  the  same 
car.  If  like  property  receives  like  transportation  and  at  like 
rates,  the  carrier's  duty  in  that  regard  is  performed.  The 
number  of  cars  used  for  the  purpose  is  immaterial. 

Identity,  then,  in  the  sense  that  all  must  be  admitted  to 
the  same  car  and  that  under  no  circumstances  separation  can 
be  made,  is  not  indispensable  to  give  effect  to  the  statute.  Its 
fair  meaning  is  complied  with  when  transportation  and  ac- 
commodations equal  in  all  respects  and  at  like  cost  are  fur- 
nished and  the  same  protection  enforced. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  on  the  facts  of  the  case  is, 
that  the  Georgia  Railroad  Company,  by  requiring  the  peti- 
tioner to  occupy  a  seat  in  a  half  car  deficient  in  comforts  and 
conveniences,  subjected  him  to  undue  prejudice  and  disad- 
vantage in  violation  of  the  third  section  of  the  Act  to  Regu- 
late Commerce,  and  that  the  said  railroad  company  cease  and 
desist  from  subjecting  colored  passengers  to  such  undue  and 
unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  and  that  so  loi^  aS' 
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its  rule  separating  passengers  is  maintained  its  duty  is  to 
furnish  for  all  passengers  paying  the  same  fare,  ears  in  all 
respects  equal  and  provided  with  the  same  comforts,  accom- 
modations, and  protection  for  travelers. 


THE  BOSTON  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE  v.  THE  LAKE 
SHORE  AND  MICHIGAN  SOUTHERN  RAILWAY 
COMPANY,  THE  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND  HUD- 
SON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  AND  THE  BOS- 
TON  AND  ALBANY  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  V,  THE  LAKE  SHORE  AND  MICHIGAN 
SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  V.   THE  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND 
HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Hearing  for  taking  testimony,  October  27,  28,  1887. 
Hearing  for  argument,  November  17,  1887. 
Briefs  submited  in  December,  1887. 
Decided  February  15,  1888. 

The  relative  reasonableness  of  rates  on  shipments  from  western  points  to 
cities  on  the  Atlantic  Sefiboard  is  to  be  determined  by  all  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  that  affect  the  traHlc  to  the  respective  points  be- 
tween which  the  rates  are  questioned,  and  not  solely  by  one  standard  of 
comparison. 

The  length  and  character  of  the  haul ;  the  cost  of  the  service  ;  the  volume 
of  business;  the  conditions  of  competition:  the  storage  capacity  and 
the  geographical  situation  at  the  different  terminal  points,  are  all 
elements  of  importance,  bearing  upon  the  relative  reasonableness  of  the 
respective  charges  for  transportation. 

The  fact  that  the  export  rates  through  Boston,  and  the  rates  on  merchandise 
intended  for  coast- wise  points  east  of  Portland,  and  the  west-bound 
rates  from  Boston,  have  been  made  by  the  carriers  the  same  as  corres- 
ponding New  York  rates,  in  order  to  put  Boston  on  an  equality  with 
New  York  and  other  Seaboard  cities,  wherever  Boston  is  a  competitor 
with  those  cities,  is  not  controlling  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of 

,  east  bound  Boston  local  rates  on  a  traflflc  in  which  there  is  no  competi" 
f'       tion  by  other  cities. 

'Jtt  view  of  the  longer  haul  to  Boston  than  to  New  York ;  the  greater  cost  of 
1^     transportation  to  Boston;  the  very  much  greater  volume  of  business  to 
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and  from  New  York;  the  competition  by  water  transportation  by  the 
Lakes,  Erie  Canal  and  Hudson  River,  and  also  by  several  railroad  lines; 
and  the  geographiccd  and  commercial  advantages  of  New  York ;  the  dif- 
ferontials  on  Boflton  local  rates  of  ten  cents  per  hundred  poimds  on  the 
llrst  and  second  classes  of  merchandise,  and  of  five  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  on  the  four  other  classes,  between  New  York  and  Boston,  on 
traffic  originating  west  of  Buffalo,  have  not  been  shown  to  be  unjust  or 
unreasonable,  or  to  constitute  unjust  discrimination  against  Boston. 

IIo)u  Mlllicwi  Gaston  and  C  Z.  H.  MTiltnej/,  for  petitioners. 

Oeo,  C.  Greene^  for  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern 
llailway  Company. 

Frank  Looniis,  for  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River 
Hailroad  Company. 

Samuel  Hoar,  for  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Company. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OP  THE  COMMISSION. 

ScHOONMAKER,  Comvmtdoner  : 

These  three  cases,  although  against  separate  carriers,  in- 
volve one  ground  of  complaint  relating  to  joint  through  rates, 
and  the  petitions  and  answers  being  substantially  alike  the 
issues  are  properly  disposed  of  in  a  single  trial  and  decision. 

The  general  complaint  presented  by  the  petitions  is  that 
the  joint  through  rates  of  the  defendant  carriers  from  Chicago 
and  some  other  western  points  to  Boston  are  disproportion- 
ately higher  than  the  joint  through  rates  of  the  two  first- 
named  carriers  to  New  York  city  and  higher  than  the  export 
rates  made  by  the  three  carriers  over  the  same  line  to  East 
Boston,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  higher  Boston  rates  the 
defendants  have  violated  the  first,  second,  and  third  sections 
of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

The  specific  complaint  is  tliat  the  rates  from  Chicago,  from 
Elkhart,  Ind.,  from  Toledo,  Cleveland,  Painesville,  and  Ash- 
tabula, Ohio,  and  £rom  Girard,  Penn.,  on  the  first  and  second 
cUxsses  of  merchandise  to  Boston  are  10  cents  a  hundred 
pounds  higher  than  to  New  York,  and  on  the  third,  fourth, 
fiftli,  and  sixtli  classes  of  merchandise  are  5  cents  a  hun- 
dred pounds  higher  from  the  same  points  to  Boston  than  to 
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New  York,  and  that  the  export  rates  through  East  Boston  and 
the  coastwise  rates  to  points  east  of  Portland,  Me.,  are  also 
less  than  the  Boston  rates,  being  the  same  as  New  York  rates. 
The  petitions  charge  that  these  differences  in  rates  are  not 
founded  upon  nor  warranted  by  the  difference  in  distance  nor 
the  actual  cost  of  transportation,  and  are,  therefore,  unreas- 
onable and  unjust,  and  are  an  unjust  discrimination  against 
Boston  and  give  undue  preference  and  advantage  to  New 
York. 

The  answers  do  not  contest  the  differences  in  the  rates 
specified,  but  controvert  the  allegations  that  the  Boston  rates 
arc  unreasonable  and  unjust  or  that  they  unjustly  discrimi- 
nate against  Boston  or  give  undue  preference  and  advantage 
to  New  York,  and  justify  the  .differences  on  the  ground  of 
competion  with  water  carriers  and  other  carriers  at  New 
York,  by  which  rates  are  fixed  to  which  the  defendants  must 
conform,  apd  allege  that  these  rates  as  well  as  the  export 
rates  through  East  Boston  and  the  coastwise  rates  to  points 
east  of  Portland  are  for  the  transportation  of  merchandise 
under  circumstances  and  conditions  dissimilar  to  the  trans- 
portation terminating  at  Boston. 

The  testimony  adduced,  a  large  part  of  which  consists  of 
agreed  statements  and  illustrations,  has  taken  a  wide  range, 
showing  the  various  competing  carriers  from  Chicago  to 
points  on  th^  Atlantic  coast  and  to  Boston  and  their  rates, 
the  division  of  through  rates  among  the  defendants,  the  busi- 
ness of  Boston  and  New  York,  respectively,  and  the  circum- 
stances that  are  claimed  to  affect  the  rates  of  transportation. 

The  facts  proven  and  admitted  are  too  voluminous  to  be 
sot  forth  in  full,  but  those  deemed  material  for  a  disposition 
of  the  questions  involved  are  as  follows : 

FACTS  FOUND. 

The  petitioner  is  one  of  several  societies  in  the  city  of  Bos- 
ton, having  a  membership  of  about  829  merchants,  engaged 
in  tlie  flour,  grain,  provision,  and  other  business  in  that  city. 
The  society  has  authority  to  bring  this  proceeding,  and  its 
members  are  interested  in  the  business  which  is  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  controversy. 
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The  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Bailway  Company 
owns  and  operates  a  line  of  road  extending  from  its  western 
terminus,  at  Chicago,  through  the  States  of  Illinois,  Indiana, 
Michigan,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  and  New  York  to  Buffalo,  its 
easterfi  terminus.  The  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  Biver 
Bailroad  Company  owns  and  operates  a  line  of  road  which 
loins  from  Buffalo,  its  western  terminus,  where  it  connects 
Avith  the  road  of  the  first-named  company,  to  Albany,  on  the 
Hudson  river,  and  thence  by  way  of  East  Albany,  on  the  op- 
posite side  of  'the  river,  and  connected  with  Albany  by  a 
bridge  over  which  the  line  is  operated,  southerly  along  the 
Hudson  river  to  its  southern  terminus,  at  the  city  of  New 
York. 

The  Boston  and  Albany  Bailroad  Company  owns  and  op- 
erates a  line  of  road  which  runs  through  New  York  and 
Massachusetts  from  its  western  terminus,  at  East  Albany, 
where  it  connects  with  the  road  of  the  last  above-named 
company,  to  its  eastern  terminus  at  Boston. 

The  three  respondent  railroads  thus  form  by  connection 
with  each  other  a  through  railroad  line  from  Chicago  to  Bos- 
ton, and  the  two  fii'st-named  respondents  also  form  a  through 
railroad  line  from  Chicago  to  New  York,  and  the  said  lines, 
respectively,  have  established  joint  tariffs  of  rates,  fares,  and 
charges  for  such  continuous  lines,  and  each  of  said  companies 
operates  its  own  road. 

Before  and  since  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce  took  effect 
the  first  two  respondent  railroads  have  been  largely  engaged 
in  transporting  from  Chicago  to  New  York,  by  continuous 
carriage  and  under  a  joint  arrangement  as  to  through  rates, 
the  issuance  of  bills  of  lading,  and  the  interchange  of  cars, 
large  quantities  and  varieties  of  merchandise,  which  have, 
since  the  Act  to  Begidate  Commerce  took  effect,  been  divided 
into  six  different  classes  in  the  traffic  tariffs. 

The  length  of  the  entire  haul  from  Chicago  to  New  York  is, 
for  purposes  of  division,  taken  at  984  miles,  made  up  as  fol- 
lows : 

L.  R.  and  M.  S.,  Chicago  to  Buffalo 68S  miles. 

N.  Y.  C.  and  H.  R.,  to  New  York 446      ** 
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Actual  distance  from  Chicago  to  New  York 981  miles. 

L.  S.  and  M.  S.,  Chicago  to  Buffalo 540 

N.  Y.  C.  and  n.  K.,  Buffalo  to  East  Albany S399 

N.  Y.  C.  an(l  11.  K.,  East  Albany  to  New  York 142 


n 


it 


n 


The  liuul  from  Chicago  to  New  York  via  the  Pennsjrlvania 
Company's  line,  for  piirpcsGs  of  division,  is  920  miles  to  Jer- 
sey City. 

During  the  same  period  the  three  respondent  railroads 
have  also  been  largely  engaged  in  transporting  fi*om  Chicago 
to  Boston  by  continuous  carriage  and  under  a  joint  an*ange- 
ment  as  to  ratt^s,  issuance  of  bills  of  hiding,  and  interchange 
of  cars,  the  samc^  several  chisses  of  merchandise. 

The  entire  liaul  from  Chicago  to  Boston  is  1040  miles,  for 
purposes  of  division  made  up  as  follows  : 

L.  S.  and  M   S.,  Chicago  to  Buffalo 538  miles. 

N.  Y.  C.  and  il.  B.,  Buffalo  to  East  Albany SOI 

Boston  and  Albany,  East  Albany  to  Boston 201 

Actual  haul  Chit-ago  to  Boston 1040 

L.  S.  and  M.  S.,  Chicago  to  Buffalo 540 

N.  Y.  C.  and  II.  U.,  Buffalo  to  East  Albany 209 

Boston  and  Al)>any,  Etist  Albany  to  Boston 201 


it 
it 


In  tlie  tarift*  classification  flour  and  grain  in  car-load  lots 
are  in  the  sixth  class  ;  in  less  than  car-load  lots  in  the  fifth 
class ;  provisions,  such  as  salttnl  meats,  pork  products,  etc., 
in  cjir-load  lots  in  the  fifth  class ;  in  less  than  car-load  lots 
in  the  fourth  class  ;  butter  and  eggs  in  the  second  class,  and 
cheese  in  the  third  class. 

The  joint  rat(is  and  charges  fixed  whereby  the  respondents 
under  the  arrangements  between  them  for  the  through  trans- 
portation per  hundred  pounds  ior  the  several  classes  of  mer- 
chandise from  Chicago  to  New  York  and  from  Chicago  to 
Boston,  respectively,  are  as  follows  : 


CLASS. 

1st.... 
2nd... 
;ird.... 


TO  NEW  YORK.  TO  HOSTON. 

7/  85 

(15  75 

50  55 


CLASS. 

4th.... 
5th.... 
(Jth.... 


TO  NEW  YORK. 
35 
80 

25 


TO  BOSTON. 

40 
35 
30 


Tlu^se  rates  when  extended  to  a  car-load  lots  of  flour  and 
grain  (sixth  class),  averaging  30000  pounds  per  car,  result  as 
follows : 
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Freight  per  rar  Chicago  to  New  York $75  00 

FitMglil  jier  car  Chicago  to  Hostoii 90  00 

Tlio  additioiijil  transportation  charged  to  Boston  of  10 
cents  ptu-  hundreil  pounds  for  the  lirst  two  classes  and  of  5 
cents  i)er  hundred  pounds  for  the  four  other  chisses  over  tho 
New  York  rates  for  like  kinds  of  merchandise  is  an  extra 
lixed  clinrjj;;*  or  arbitrary  which  has  for  many  years  been  ad- 
d(Ml  to  the  New  York  rate  in  tixin<^  the  Boston  rate,  irrespec- 
tive of  thi^  amount  of  the  New  York  rate. 

Tlie  term  arbitrary  is  a  technical  term  expressing  a  difTer- 
eiice  whicli  does  not  change  with  tin?  through  rate,  and  simi- 
lar .■nl)itrary  dilVerencc^s  have  for  years  prevailed  at  Montreal, 
rii!l.Mlelj)liia,  and  Baltimore,  of  '2  cents  at  the  first  two  cities 
and  ''\  cents  at  the  last-named  less  than  the  New  York  rate. 

For  w(*st-bound  freight  no  additional  charge  for  transport- 
ation from  Boston  t()  Chicago  over  the  rate  from  New  York 
to  Chicago  has  for  several  years  been  made,  but  the  rates 
from  botli  cities  have  been  the  same;  and  since  the  Act  to 
lt(*gulat(^  (V)mmerce  took  eflect  the  rates  for  west-bound 
fi'eight,  botli  from  Boston  and  New  York,  have  been  the  same 
as  the  east-bound  rates  from  Chicago  to  New  York  for  the 
ditVerent  classes. 

Tlie  tlirongli  rates  wdiich  under  the  agreement  between  the 
roads  are  charged  for  the  transportation  of  the  diflferent 
class(  s  of  merchandise  from  Chicago  to  Ncav  York  and  to 
J>oston,  n\spectively,  are  collected  from  the  shipper  or  con- 
signe(\  as  the  case  may  be,  in  a  lump  sum;  and  the  moneys 
so  collected  are  distributed  among  the  roads  according  to 
ccMtain  ])(  rcentages  or  divisions  fixed  upon  between  them, 
•*as(Ml  upon  the  distances  taken  for  that  purpose,  before 
stated,  and  not  n\)(m  the  actual  mileage  of  the  respective 
loads.  These  ixrcentages  or  divisions  of  the  through  rates 
are  siiov/n  in  ditail  by  the  testimony,  but  are  not  deemed 
material,  and  are  thi^refore  omitted  from  these  findings. 

Tin*  distance  by  tlu^  Pennsylvania  railroad  and  its  connec- 
tions to  the  points  reached  by  it  are  as  follows  : 

(  liir.m'o  to  riiilMflrlphia 830  miles. 

("hi.uL'o  to  N.w  York 920       ** 


ChiciiKo  lu  JJoston 1252       " 
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The  rates  by  the  Pennsylvania  lines  to  Philadelphia  bom 
Chicago  are  2  .cents  less  i)er  hundred  poundSy  or  $6.00  per 
car-load  of  30,000  pounds,  than  to  New  York,  and  the  rates 
by  these  lines  to  New  York  city  and  to  Boston,  respectively, 
are  the  same  as  by  the  respondents'  lines. 

The  Merchandise  intended  for  New  York  and  the  merchan- 
dise intended  for  Boston  are  in  their  transportation  from 
Chicago  to  East  Albany  carried  over  the  same  lines  and  the 
same  distances. 

Since  the  Act  to  Eegulate  Commerce  went  into  effect  the 
three  respondent  carriei-s  have  al80,  under  through  bills  of 
lading  from  Chicago  to  Liverpool  and  other  foreign  ports, 
been  largely  engaged  (under  a  joint  arrangement  for  rates 
between  themselves  and  steamship  companies  or  vessels  per- 
forming ocean  carriage  from  Boston)  in  transporting  the 
various  classes  of  merchandise,  but  more  especially  flour  and 
grain,  over  their  respective  roads  from  Chicago  to  East  Bos- 
ton, where  the  merchandise  has  been  transferred  to  vessels 
or  steamships,  which  have  then  carried  the  same  to  the  for- 
eign ports  of  destination. 

East  Boston  is  the  water  terminus  of  the  Boston  and 
Albany  road,  and  is  reached  by  the  Grand  Junction  branch 
of  that  road,  which  leaves  the  main  line  at  Cottage  Farms,  in 
the  town  of  Brookline,  and  is  6  miles  farther  than  Boston,  but 
for  purposes  of  division  of  the  through  rate  it  is  allotted  as 
20  miles,  giving  a  constructive  mileage  to  the  Boston  and 
Albany  from  East  Albany  to  East  Boston  of  221  miles. 

Upon  the  goods  transported  to  East  Boston  for  export  pur- 
poses the  rate  received  by  the  three  carriers  as  their  share  of 
the  through  rate  from  Chicago  to  Liverpool  has  been  at  all 
times  since  the  Act  to  Kegulate  Commerce  took  effect  less 
than  the  rates  charged  by  them  for  like  merchandise  to  Bos- 
ton proper  or  to  points  on  the  Boston  and  Albany  road  west 
of  the  Grand  Junction  at  Cottage  Farms,  and  for  the  greater 
])art  of  the  time  the  rate  on  export  business  to  East  Boston 
has  been  the  same  as  the  rate  to  New  York.  Flour  and  grain 
in  car-loads  to  East  Boston  for  local  use  are  charged  the 
regular  Boston  rate  of  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 

Since  the  30tli  of  April,  1887,  the  said  carriers,  under  an 
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arrangement  between  them,  have  allowed  upon  merchandise 
transported  over  their  roads  from  Chicago  to  Boston  or  East 
Boston,  and  which  has  paid  the  regular  Boston  tariff  rates 
and  which  has  afterward,  by  subsequent  determination  of  the 
owner,  been  re-shipped  to  Liverpool  or  other  foreign  ports,  a 
rebate  or  allowance  of  10  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  the 
first  two  classes  and  of  5  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  the 
other  classes  of  merchandise,  equalizing  them  with  the  New 
York  rates,  and  such  rebates  have  been  equal  and  impartial, 
without  discrimination  between  persons  engaged  in  foreign 
traffic.  In  such  cases  of  re-shipment  from  Boston  all  wharf- 
age charges,  if  any,  are  paid  by  the  shipper,  and  there  are  no 
lighterage  charges. 

The  said  three  carriers,  since  the  Act  to  Begulate  Com- 
itiorce  took  effect,  have  also,  under  an  arrangement  between 
them,  allowed  upon  merchandise  originally  transported  over 
tlu  ir  roads  from  Chicago  to  East  Boston  and  thence  by  con- 
tinuous shipment  (or  to  Boston  and  thence  by  subsequent 
r('sliij)ment)  carried  by  water  to  any  ports  in  the  State  of 
Maine  cast  of  Portland  a  through  rate  or  rebate  precisely  the 
same  as  in  the  case  of  merchandise  billed  through  for  foreign 
))()rts,  but  when  such  merchandise  has  been  carried  by  rail 
or  shipped  by  water  to  any  other  points  in  the  United  States, 
either  on  the  coast  or  in  the  interior,  no  such  through  rates 
or  allowances  have  been  made. 

Sinc(i  tlie  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  went  into  effect  the 
respondent  roads  have  also  been  engaged  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  several  classes  of  merchandise,  both  eastward  and 
westward,  between  New  York  and  Boston,  respectively,  and 
tii(^  following  })laces,  viz:  Elkhart,  in  the  State  of  Indiana ; 
Toledo,  Cleveland,  Painesville,  and  Ashtabula,  in  the  State 
of  Oliio,  and  Girard,  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania ;  and  in 
such  transportation  the  same  difference  of  10  cents  and  5 
cents  per  100  pounds,  respectively,  between  the.  New  York 
rate  and  the  Boston  rate  for  east  bound  freight  has-been 
maintained  by  the  respondent  roads,  ai6  also  the  same  system 
of  special  rates  and  of  allowances  or  rebates  in  the  case  of 
such  merchandise  carried  beyond  Boston,  as  before  set  forth. 
The  same  facts  and  reasons  exist  for  the  justification  or  the 
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contrary  of  said  differences  as  in  the  case  of  shipments  from 
Chicago.  Numerous  points  in  New  England  are  reached  by 
railways  branching  from  the  Boston  and  Albany  railroad  be- 
tween Albany  and  Boston.  Merchandise  carried  from  Chi- 
cago ond  other  western  points  for  Boston  and  New  England 
points  goes  by  other  lines  than  the  respondent  roads,  namely, 
the  Pennsylvania  railroad,  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and 
Western  railroad,  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  and  Western  • 
railroad,  the  Grand  Trunk  railway.  The  lines  herein  referred 
to  are  all  members  of  the  Trunk  Line  Association. 

The  rates  from  Chicago  to  New  York  by  the  several  all- 
rail  routes  are  the  same.  The  rates  from  Chicago  to  Boston 
by  the  several  all-rail  routes  arc  5  cents  above  the  New  York 
rates  on  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  classes,  and  10 
cents  higher  on  the  first  and  second  classes.  The  all-rail 
routes  to  Poi-tland,  Me.,  by  the  roads  over  which  the  through 
rates  are  made,  are  the  same  as  to  Boston.  The  rates  to 
Montreal  and  to  Philadelphia  by  the  several  all-rail  routes 
are  2  cents  per  hundred  pounds  lower  than  to  New  York. 
The  rates  to  Baltimore  and  to  Newport  News  by  the  several 
all-rail  routes  are  3  cents  per  hundred  pounds  lower  on  all 
classes  than  to  New  York.  The  rates  of  transportation  by 
the  lakes  and  other  water-ways  are  at  all  times  lower  than 
the  rates  by  all-rail  routes. 

On  portions  of  the  shipments  to  New  York  harbor  and  to 
East  Boston  there  are  lighterage  and  some  wharfage  charges, 
which  are  as  follows  : 

On  sliipmcnts  to  points  in  New  York  harbor,  other  than 
New  York  Central  road  stations,  3  cents  per  cwt.  lighterage. 
On  shipments  to  East  Boston  for  expini,  via  Warren  line,  ^ 
cent  per  bushel  lighterage  on  grain,  and  on  shipments  to 
Boston  for  export' by  four  other  lines  a  lighterage  charge  of 
g  cents  per  bushel  and  wharfage  charge  of  ^  cents  p(»r  bushel 
on  corn  and  wheat ;  also  at  Boston  a  lighterage  charge  on 
flour  of  45  cents  per  gross  ton,  and  wharfage  charge  of  1  cent 
l^er  sack  of  140  pounds ;  and  on  bacon  a  lighterage  charge  of 
45  cents  per  gross  ton  and  wha.ifage  charge  of  3  cents  per 
box  of  GOO  pounds. 

The  lighterage  and  wharfage  charges  constitute  part  of  the 
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til  rough  iJite,  and  aro  borne  by  the  carrier  and  not  by  the 
shippers,  and  they  aro  deducted  before  division  of  the  through 
rates  aiiionjj;  the  respective  carriers. 

After  (leductinjj;  lij^hterage  and  wharfage  charges,  the  earn- 
iiiL^s  of  tli(i  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  and  New 
York  ( '(Mitral  and  Hudson  River  roads  from'Chicago  to  New 
York,  New  York  harbor,,  and  Albany  on  car-load  shipments 
of  iU),UOO  pounds  are  as  foUoAVS : 

r.;ik(>  Shoro,  on  corn.  Avhoat,  and  flour,  to  Now  York $41  00 

[..•ik«»  Slioro,  on  corn,  whnat,  and  flour,  to  New  York  harbor 30  08 

\.nkr  Shoro,  on  oorn,  wh  »at,  and  flour,  to  Albany,  local 40  22 

lijiko  Shore,  on  ba?on,  28,000  pounds,  to  New  York 45  02 

lijike  Shore,  on  bacon,  2S,000  pounds,  to  Now  York  harbor 41  33 

L.ike  Shore,  on  bacon,  28.000  pounds,  to  Albany,  local 60  33 

X.nv  York  Central,  on  corn  and  flour,  to  New  York 23  04 

New  York  Central,  on  corn  and  floiu",  to  New  York  harbor 20  28 

New  York  Central,  on  corn  and  flour,  to  Albany,  local 25  78 

New  York  Central,  on  bacon,  28.000  pounds,  to  Now  York 2o  81 

Ntnv  York  Central,  on  bacon,  28,000  pounds,  to  New  Yorks  harbor..  23  23 

New  York  Central,  on  bacon,  28,000  pounds,  to  Albany,  local 28  06 

The  earnings  of  the  three  carriers,  respondents,  on  ship- 
nicMits  from  Chicago  to  Boston  in  like  car-loads,  after  deduct- 
in*;  lighterages  and  wharfage,  are  as  follows : 

Lake  Shore,  on  com,  to  Boston $46  66 

•'                    *'            East  Boston,  export 26  71 

"     35  03 

wheat  to  Boston 46  56 

East  Boston,  export 36  79 

*'     35  20 

flour  to  Boston 46  56 

East  Boston,  export 38  06 

"     38  92 

bacon  to  Boston 50  70 

East  Boston,  export 42  68 

*♦                   **     89  08 

New  York  Central,  on  corn  to  Boston 26  05 

•*               **         East  Boston,  export 20  54 

**    19  59 

**               *'           flour  to  Boston 26  05 

**              **       East  Boston,  export 2180 

»'              **              **                 **    18  98 

'*              **           bacon  to  Boston 28  86 

East  Boston,  export 28  86 

*<              ♦*              *•               ««                 **    , 21  87 
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Boston  and  Albany,  on  corn  to  Boston 17  40 

''  **  '*         East  BoBton,  export 15  06 

4i  ii  it  ti  it     14  S8 

'*  **  wheat  to  Boston 17  40 

East  Boston,  export 15  11 

ft  *i  it  it  it     ^^^^  ij  jjff 

**  •*  flour  to  Boston 17  40 

**  ''  **        East  Boston,  export 15  64 

(i  ti  H  H  H  10    AJ 

baeon  to  Boston 18  04 

**  '*  **  East  Boston,  export 17  61 

♦*  **  *«  ♦*  •*    16  06 

The  difference  in  the  divisions  of  the  export  rates  through 
East  Boston  is  occasioned  by  the  difference  in  the  charges 
for  lighterage  and  wharfage,  deducted  before  division. 

Tlie  rates  charged  by  the  defendant  carriers  are  as  low 
OS  the  rates  by  any  other  all-rail  route  from  Chicago  to 
Boston. 

The  cost  of  service  from  Chicago  to  Boston  exceeds  the 
cost  of  service  to  New  York  more  than  is  accounted  for  by 
the  increase  in  distance  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  grades 
on  the  Boston  and  Albany  railroad  are  heavy,  while  there 
are  practically  no  grades  between  Albany  and  New  York, 
and  the  further  facts  that  the  cost  of  cool  is  greater  to  the 
Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Company  than  to  the  New 
York  Central  and  Hudson  Kiver  Bailroad  Company,  and 
more  is  consumed  and  more  engines  and  train  crews  are 
used  in  handling  an  equal  number  of  cars.  Trains  destined 
for  Boston  and  New  England  points  are  also  broken  up  at 
Albany  and  hauled  over  the  Albany  bridge  by  a  switch-en- 
gine to  East  Albany  and  made  up  into  trains  on  the  Boston 
and  Albany  road. 

Merchandise  sent  by  rail  from  Boston  to  Chicago  and 
other  western  points  mentioned  in  the  petition  is  sold  by 
merchants  and  manufacturers  of  Boston  and  New  England 
in  competition  with  similar  merchandise  sent  from  New 
York  by  merchants  and  manufacturers  there,  and  with  simi- 
lar merchandise  sent  from  other  eastern  cities,  ports  of  entry, 
and  States. 

Chicago  and  the  other  western  points  aforesaid  are  com- 
mon markets  in  which  merchants  and  manofactorers  of  all 
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eastern  cities,  ports  of  entry,  and  States  engage  in  competi- 
tion. Various  lines  of  ocean  steamers  and  other  vessels  ply 
Ix^tweeu  Boston  and  foreign  ports.  Boston  is  the  second 
p(^rt  of  entry  in  importance  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
value  of  its  imports  for  the  year  1886  was  $58,430,707.00. 

Much  of  the  merchandise  imported  into  the  United  States 
weeks  a  western  market,  and  to  accord  equality  of  competi- 
tion receives  as  low  a  rate  from  Boston  to  that  market  as 
prevails  at  New  York. 

Much  of  the  merchandise  imported  consists  of  raw  mate- 
rial used  in  the  manufactories  of  New  England  and  there 
manufactured  and  sent  west  for  sale.  These  manufactories 
are  some  of  them  situated  at  points  along  the  line  of  the  Bos- 
ton and  Albany  railroad  and  its  connections,  many  of  which 
})()ints  are  also  reached  by  the  transportation  routes  leading 
from  New  York. 

The  receipts  of  grain  and  flour  at  New  York  during  a 
period  of  seven  months,  from  April  1  to  October  31,  in  the 
vears  188G  and  1887,  were  as  follows : 

1886.  Grain : 65,9^8,268  bushels. 

Flour 3,206,008 

1887.  Grain ? 66,492,262        " 

Flour 8,378,520        " 

The  proportions  of  the  grain  so  received  that  came  by  rail 
and  by  water  transportation  were  as  follows : 

1886.  By  rail 29,038,708  bushete. 

*•  water 36.919,555        *• 

1887.  "  rail 27,721,262        " 

"  water 87,772,000        ** 

The  present  rates  on  first  and  sixth  class  merchandise  from 
Chicafijo  and  some  other  western  cities  to  New  York  and 
Boston,  and  also  what  the  rates  to  Boston  by  different  routes 
would  be  if  computed  on  the  rate  per  mile  charged  by  the 
Pennsylvania  short  line,  are  as  follows  : 

From  Chicago  (distance  via  Pennsylvania  railroad,  920 
miles  to  New  York  ;  1,252  to  Boston) : 

Present  rate  to  New  York Istdass,  75;    6thcla80yd5 

'*     **  Boston •*  85;        •'  89 
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To  Boston,  computed  via  Boston  and  Albany 

railroad "  85;        "  .28 

To  Boston,  computed  via  Pennsylvania  railroad     **  102;        **  34 

From  Cincinnati  (distance  via  Pennsylvania  railroad,  765 
miles  to  New  York ;  1,097  to  Boston) : 

Present  rate  to  New  York 1st  class,  65;  6th  class,  21} 

♦*      "  Boston '*  75;         **         26} 

To  Boston,  computed  via  Boston  and  Albany 

railroad "...     '*  79;        **         26 

To  Boston,  computed  via  Pennsylvania  railroad.     **  93;        **         31 

From  East  St.  Louis  (distance  via  Pennsylvania  railroad, 
1,071  miles  to  New  York  ;  1,403  to  Boston) : 

Present  rate  to  New  York 1st  class,  87;  6th  class.  29 

*•        "      ''  Boston •*             97;  "            34 

To  Boston,  computed  via  Boston  and  Albany 

railroad **           100;  **            33 

To  Boston,  computed  via  Pennsylvania  railroad.     '*            114;  **            38 

From  Louisville  (distance  via  Pennsylvania  railroad  to 
New  York,  875  miles  ;  1,038  to  Boston) : 

Present  rate  to  New  York 1st  class,   75;  6th  class,  25 

♦*        **     **  Boston "             85;  **            30 

To  Boston,  computed  via  Boston  and  Albany 

railroad '*             89;  "            30 

To  Boston  computed  via  Pennsylvania  railroad.     "           104;  **            35 

The  total  receipts  of  grain  and  flour  expressed  in  bushels 
received  at  tJie  five  Atlantic  cities  of  New  York,  Philadelphia, 
Baltimore,  Boston  and  Montreal  during  the  year  1886  were 
249,062,939  bushels,  the  amount  exported  150,383,499  bush- 
els, and  the  percentages  of  the  amounts  so  received  and  ex^ 
ported,  were  as  follows : 

New  York  received  52 . 5 ;  exported  47 . 4. 

Philadelphia     "        8.7;  *'          6.7. 

Baltimore          *'      15.6;  *'        21.4. 

Boston               **      14.4;  **        10.8. 

Montreal            **        8.8;  **        13.7. 

The  amount  of  grain  only  received  at  the  same  cities  dur- 
ing the  same  time  was  187,263,713  bushels,  the  amount  ex- 
ported 110^95,038  bushels,  and  the  percentages  of  the  re* 


7.4. 
"  22.2. 
«•    5.a. 


14.8. 


/  BOSTON  CHAMB.  OF  COM.  T.  LAKE  SHORE  A  ETC.,  B.  B.  GO.  449 

spective  amounts  received  and  exported  bj  the  seyeral  cities 
were  as  follows : 

New  York  received  56.7 ;  exported  49. 8» 

Philadelphia     ''        8.7 

Baltimore         ''      16.1 

Boston  "      10.4 

Montreal  *'        9.1 

These  percentages  have  not  been  uniform  in  different  years, 
but  have  fluctuated  somewhat  during  the  last  ten  years,  and 
have  decreased  more  at  Philadelphia  than  elsewhere.  The 
iinmber  of  steamers  sailing  monthly  from  New  York  and  ply- 
ing between  that  city  and  various  foreign  ports  is  115,  with  a 
total  carrying  capacity  of  263,200  tons,  i^pr^ating  for  a 
year  1,380  steamers  and  3,178,400  tons  capacity,  to  which  it 
is  claimed  may  safely  be  added  10  per  cent,  of  tonnage  for 
coast  lines,  tramp  vessels,  &c.  The  number  of  steamers  sail- 
ing from  Boston  to  foreign  ports  for  the  year  ending  Septem- 
ber 30, 1887,  was  235,  and  to  provincial  ports  357 ;  total,  792. 
The  tonnage  was  not  shown. 

The  rates  from  Chicago  to  New  York  on  wheat  and  oom 
by  lake  and  canal  from  May  2  to  October  22, 1887,  averaged 
on  wheat  about  9  cents  per  bushel,  including  elevation,  and 
on  corn  a  little  less.  The  rates  by  lake  and  rail  were  nearly 
uniform,  at  12  cents  per  bushel  on  wheat  and  11  1-5  on  com, 
while  at  the  same  time  the  rates  by  all-rail  on  wheat  were  16 
events  a  bushel  and  14  cents  on  com. 

Tliere  are  fourteen  lines  or  routes  of  transportation. from 
southern  and  western  points  throxigh  Ohicago  to  New  York, 
including  one  water  line  by  way  of  the  lakes,  Erie  canal,  and 
Hudson  Biver.  An  equal  number  of  lines  or  routes  reach 
Boston,  all  of  them  rail  routes  east  of  Buffalo. 

The  foreign  commerce  of  the  port  of  New  York  for  Uie 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1886,  was  $802,536,015,  and  the 
foreign  commerce  of  all  the  other  ports  of  the  United  Statee 
for  the  same  time  was  $1,426,018,032. 

The  value  of  the  domestic  exports  from  the  city  of  Hew 
York  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Jane  30, 1886,  was  $846^4]]^* 
339. 

The  value  of  the  domestic  exports  from  the  city  of  Boeton 

for  the  same  time  was  $53,429,518. 
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The  values  of  the  domestic  exports  from  all  the  poris  of 
the  United  States,  except  New  York,  for  the  same  time  were 
$371,476,307. 

Tlie  tonnage  of  the  Erie  canal,  arriving  at  tide  water,  for 
the  year  1886  was  as  follows  : 

Tonnago  from  Western  States 1,525,901  tons. 

Tonnage  from  New  York  State .'....      924,190    *' 


Total  by  Erie  canal 2,450,061 


(( 


And  the  estimated  value  of  the  property  transported  on 
the  Erie  canal  for  the  same  year  was  $163,726,849. 

The  through  rate  from  Chicago  to  Boston  is  a  little  less 
than  6  mills  per  ton  per  mile,  and  all  other  rates  to  the 
points  north  and  west  of  Boston  on  the  main  line  by  which 
they  reach  Boston  are  the  same  as  Boston  rates. 

OPINION  AND  CONCLUSIONS. 

The  facts  recited  sufficiently  indicate  the  differences  in 
rates  between  New  York  and  Boston  of  which  complaint  is 
made  and  the  reasons  for  the  differences  that  have  weight 
with  the  railroad  carriers.  Other  facts  also  appeared  in  evi- 
dence to  which  passing  reference  may  be  made.  The  com- 
plaint relates  solely  to  the  east-bound  rates  from  Chicago 
and  some  other  western  points  to  Boston  proper. 
.  The  export  business  throi^h  Boston  and  for  shipments  to 
points  east  of  Portland  and  for  all  west-bound  business  the 
Boston  rates  are  on  an  equality  with  New  York  rates,  and 
no  ground  of  complaint  exists  that  Boston  is  discriminated 
against  in  repect  to  those  rates.  The  general  fact  is  thus 
apparent  that  for  the  business  in  which  Boston  is  a  competi- 
tor with  New  York,  both  export  and  west-bound,  the  rail 
rates  for  both  cities  are  equal,  and  in  that  respect  neither 
city  has  any  advantage  over  the  other.  Except  in  the  par- 
ticulars mentioned  Boston  is  upon  a  substantial  equality  of 
rates  with  all  the  cities  that  are  its  competitors  on  the  Atlan- 
tic seaboard.  i 

Complaint  is  not  made  that  the  Boston  export  rates  and 
the  coastwise  rates  to  points  east  of  Portland  are  nxtlawfiil 
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under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act,  and  they  are  conceded 
on  the  part  of  the  petitioners  to  be  necessary  to  enable  Bos- 
ton to  participate  in  the  foreign  and  coastwise  trade ;  but 
the  fact  of  such  lower  rates  and  the  lower  west-bound  rates 
is  pressed  as  la  strong  argument  that  the  east-bound  Boston 
local  rates  are  unjust  and  should  be  reduced  to  the  export 
rates. 

The  export  and  coastwise  rates  through  Boston  not  being 
assailed  in  this  proceeding,  the  question  of  their  lawfulness 
is  not  now  before  the  Commission.  The  complainants  in 
their  brief  disclaim  any  desire  to  disturb  the  export  rates  in 
those  words  :  "  The  petitioner  wishes,  however,  it  distinctly 
understood  that  while  it  appeals  to  the  facts  connected  with 
the  Boston  export  trade  as  proving  that  the  Boston  local  ar- 
bitrary is  unreasonable,  it  does  not  wish  in  any  way,  directly 
or  indirectly,  injuriously  to  affect  the  foreign  commerce  of 
the  port  of  Boston,  and  it  therefore  does  not  ask  an  order 
enJQining  the  continuance  of  such  export  rate  or  of  the  ex- 
port rebate  system  ;  its  only  desire  in  this  regard  is  that  the 
local  rate  shall  at  all  events  be  made  as  low  as  the  export 
rate,  as  it  is  in  all  other  Atlantic  seaboard  cities  save  Port- 
land." 

After  such  an  explicit  withdrawal  of  any  question  affecting 
the  lawfulness  of  the  export  rates  and  rebates  the  Commis- 
sion is  not  required  to  pass  upon  them  in  this  case.  It  is 
obvious  that  an  adjudication  upon  those  rates  requires  addi- 
tional parties  to  the  record  and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard 
on  the  pai-t  of  the  various  business  interests  likely  to  be  af- 
fected by  any  determination  reached.  Although  incidental 
reference  is  made  to  those  rates  no  decision  is  rendered 
upon  them  and  no  opinion  relating  to  them  is  intended  to 
be  expressed. 

The  sole  question  for  determination  is  whether  the  east- 
bound  rates  to  Boston,  which  are  10  cents  per  hundred 
weight  higher  on  the  first  and  second  classes  of  merchandise 
and  5  cents  per  hundred  weight  higher  on  the  third,  fourth, 
fifth  and  sixth  classes,  on  shipments  originating  west  of  Buf- 
falo, are  unjust  and  unreasonable,  and  therefore  unjustly  dis- 
criminate against  Boston. 
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Tho  claim  of  the  petitioners  is  that  the  Boston  local  rates 
shall  be  made  as  low  as  the  export  rates ;  in  other  words,  that 
they  shall  be  on  equality  with  the  New  York  rates.  A  claim 
of  this  character,  if  made  as  matter  of  right  and  not  of  favor, 
should  be  founded  upon  a  corresponding  equality  or  sub- 
stantial similarity  of  circumstances  and  conditions  that  con- 
trol the  making  of  rates  by  carriers,  and  to  some  extent  their 
efiect  upon  the  business  of  lo(talitios. 

If  differences  in  the  conditions  of  the  traj£c  to  two  or 
more  points  exist  whicli  materially  affect  the  cost  or  the  value 
of  the  service  it  would  scarcely  be  reasonable  to  require  a 
carrier  to  disregard  those  differences  and  make  good  to  every 
community  disadvantages  of  situation  or  other  disadvantages. 
As  has  been  well  said,  "  Different  localities  are  more  or  less 
favored,  in  regard  to  transportation  facilities,  either  by  nature 
or  the  enterprise  of  man.  It  cannot  be  maintained  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  conmion  carrier  to  equalize  these  existing  in- 
equalities at  his  own  expense.  All  that  is  required  of  him  is 
not  to  create  them  himself  arbitrarily.  He  must  treat  all  alike 
that  are  situated  alike,  but  he  cannot  be  bound  to  wipe  out 
existing  differences.  He  may  be  obliged  to  carry  freight  at  a 
lower  rate  to  some  localities  than  to  others,  but  this  in  itself 
does  not  constitute  an  injustice  or  injury  to  the  shipper  in  a 
less  favored  locality  so  long  as  the  charges  are  reasonable  in 
themselves  and  alike  to  all  in  the  same  situation."  With  the 
(qualification  indicated  in  the  case  of  TAe  Board  of  Trade 
Union  of  Fannington^  etc,  against  The  Chicago^  Afilwaukee 
avd  St  Paul  li,  li,  Co,  (1  Interstate  Com.  Bep.,  215),  that 
rates  should  be  relatively  reasonable  when  the  same  carrier 
transports  over  different  branches  of  its  road  to  a  common 
market,  these  principles  may  be  accepted  as  correctly  stated. 

The  contention  of  the  petitioners  for  equality  of  rates  with 
New  York  is  not  supported  by  equality  of  distance,  of  cost 
of  service,  or  by  other  considerations,  such  as  volume  of  bnsi- 
ness,  competition  of  rail  and  water  ways,  ocean  service,  termi- 
nal facilities,  and  storage  capacity — all  elements  of  more  or 
less  importance  in  the  determination  of  rates,  and  some  of 
.  them  of  controlling  influence. 
[^  The  armiment  of  the  petitioners  is  based  alxhost  entirely 
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upon  the  distances  hauled  and  the  assumed  parity  of  cost  of 
service,  and  elaborate  calculations  founded  on  distances  by 
various  lines  have  been  produced  showing  the  through  rates 
to  different  seaboard  cities  from  initial  western  points,  the 
divisions  of  through  rates  among  connecting  carriers,  the 
lighterage  expenses  at  New  York,  and  other  incidental  mat- 
ters. It  appears  from  these  statistics  that  the  Lake  Shore 
and  Michigan  Southern  road  and  the  New  York  Central  to  \ 
Albany  receive  each  a  slightly  higher  amount  of  the  through 
Boston  local  rate  than  of  the  through  rate  to  New  York ;  but 
as  the  contention  is  with  the  through  rate  to  Boston  as  a 
unit,  the  divisions  of  that  rate  and  the  proportions  received 
by  the  respective  carriers  forming  the  line  are  unimportant 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case.  The  lighterage  charges  at  New 
York  are  also  irrelevant  to  the  question  to  be  determined. 
They  are  part  of  the  rate  paid  by  the  shipper  to  that  city, 
and,  when  necessary  upon  a  portion  of  the  merchandise 
handled  there,  are  borne  by  the  carriers  as  an  element  of 
transportation  expenses.  They  are  not  separable  from  the 
aggregate  rate  for  the  purpose  of  any  question  involved  in 
this  decision.  The  total  charge  for  tritnsportation  is  all  that 
concerns  the  shipper,  and  not  the  percentages  allotted  by 
agreement  to  one  or  more  of  the  connecting  carriers  in  a 
through  line.  Carriers  voluntarily  enter  into  agreements  for 
through  shipments  over  connecting  roads,  and  the  division 
of  the  through  rate  is  part  of  their  mutual  agreement  which 
the  parties  to  the  arrangement  adjust  for  themselves  and  the 
adjustment  of  which  does  not  affect  the  shipper.  Such  ad- 
justments may  not  be  on  the  exact  basis  of  cost  of  service  in 
any  case,  and  many  other  considerations  may  influence  the 
parties  in  making  them.  The  fact  may  be,  therefore,  that 
the  Lake  Shore  road  and  the  New  York  Central  road  may 
each  receive  more  in  amount  of  the  through  rate  to  Boston 
from  Chicago  than  to  New  York  for  the  respective  haids  to  , 
Albany,  although  the  service  to  that  point  is  identical,  but 
the  throuj^h  rates  are  charged  for  the  entire  hatd  to  the  final 
destination  and  are  not  governed  by  the  service  to  some  in- 
termediate point  in  the  line  or  where  the  line  diverp./^H  wo  dif- 
ferent destinations. 
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The  Clement  of  cost  of  service  which  may  at  one  period 
liavt?  Z:cen  recognized  as  controlling  in  fixing  rates  has  long 
ceased  to  be  regarded  as  the  sole  or  the  most  important  fac- 
tor loi  that  purpose.  The  value  of  the  service  with  respect 
to  the  articles  carried,  the  volume  of  business,  and  the  con- 
ditions and  force  of  competition  are  justly  considered  to  have 
controlling  weight  in  determining  the  charges  for  transporta- 
tion. But  even  with  regard  to  the  cost  of  service  the  cost  ia 
at  least  somewhat  greater  to  Boston  than  to  New  York. 

The  largo  trains  drawn  by  one  engine  over  the  easy  routes 
of  the  Lake  Shore  and  New  York  Central  roads  are  broken 
up  at  Albany,  taken  over  the  Albany  bridge,  and  switched  to 
the  tracks  of  the  Boston  and  Albany  road,  and  on  account  of 
the  heavy  grades  of  that  road  are  made  up  into  much  smaller 
trains,  requiring  more  engines,  additional  consumption  of 
coal,  and  a  greater  number  of  trainmen.  The  detention  of 
<?ars  at  Boston  and  in  New  England  is  also  somewhat  greater 
than  at  New  York.  These  are  items  that  enter  into  the  cost 
of  service,  and,  though  they  may  not  be  large,  they  affect  it 
to  a  material  extent. 

The  distance  to  Boston  is  also  56  miles  greater.  One  of  the 
tables  put  in  evidence  by  the  petitioners  gives  a  computation 
of  the  proportional  rates  to  New  York  and  Boston  based  on 
distance  alone,  the  distances  being,  respectively,  984  miles  to 
New  York  and  1,040  to  Boston,  with  the  following  showing : 


CLASS. 
1st 

'M 

M 

4th 

5th 

6th 


HEW  YORK. 

75  cents. 

65 

60 

35 

30 

25 


(( 


(( 


«t 


(( 


i( 


BOSTON. 

S5  cents. 

75 

55 

40 

85 

30 


BOSTON 
PBOP*L. 

79.8 

e8.7 

52.9 
87.0 
81.7 
26.4 


6.7 
0.8 
2.1 
8.0 

as 

8.6 


This  calculation  leaves  only  a  small  margin  to  be  made  up 
by  the  other  elements  that  aflfect  the  relative  reasonableness 
of  the  rates  to  the  two  cities. 

The  volume  of  business  to  Boston  as  compared  with  that 
to  New  York,  in  view  of  the  universally  accepted  principle  of 
railroad  transportation  that  a  very  large  traffic  ca^  be  profit- 
ably conducted  at  lower  rates  than  a  relatively  small  traffic. 


BOSTON  CHAICB.  OF  COM.  T.  LAKE  SHORE  &  ETC.,  B.  B.  CO.    465 

fumislies  a  substantial  ground,  supported  by  adequate  busi- 
ness reasons,  for  differences  in  rates  that  might  be  urged  to 
justify  to  a  great  extent  the  existing  disparity. 

Of  the  grain  and  flour  received  at  the  six  principal  Atlantic 
ports  from  the  west  during  the  year  1886  New  York  received 
52.IJ  per  cent.;  Boston  received  14.4  per  cent.;  and  of  th^ 
amctuiit  of  exports  of  these  articles  from  the  same  cities  New 
York  exported  47.4  per  cent.;  Boston  exported  10.8  per  cent. 
The  number  of  bushels  represented  by  these  percentages 
was,  for  New  York,  84,681,399 ;  for  Boston,  36,865,063,  or 
more  than  two  and  one-third  times  the  amount.  Other  arti- 
cles, such  as  tobacco,  cheese,  bacon  and  hams,  beef  and  pork, 
lard  and  tallow,  and  petroleum  have  even  larger  dispropor- 
tions. And  the  general  export  and  import  trade  of  the  two 
cities,  as  some  indication  of  the  relative  volume  of  railroad 
traffic,  were  as  follows  : — 

For  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1886 : 

Domestic  exports  from  New  York $846,413,9M 

Boston  S8,4aQ,5U 


t(  44  (( 


For  the  preceding  seven  years  the  exports  were  considerT 
ably  larger  at  both  cities. 

For  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1886  : 

Imports  at  New  York (484,548^799 

'*       *•  Boston 68,562,708 

These  statistics  in  a  general  way  are  sufficient  illustrations 
to  show  that  the  difference  in  quantity  is  a  factor  of  largs 
importance. 

But  another  and  more  important  element  in  justification 
of  the  differences  in  favor  of  New  York  is  found  in  the  com- 
petition that  centers  there.  Besides  the  several  all-rail  lines 
tliat  reach  New  York,  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio,  the  Pennsyl- 
vania, the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western,  the  Delaware,. 
Lackawanna  and  Western,  the  West  Shore,  and  others,  the 
water  competition  by  way  of  the  Lakes,  Erie  canal,  and  Hud^ 
son  river  is  alone  a  factor  of  so  much  force  as  to  compel  a  « 
lower  rate  to  New  York  than  perhaps  the   all-rail  carrierki 

would  be  willing  to  accept  save  for  that  reason.  The  businesa^ 
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hj  the  lakes  naA  camU  jr  ho  large  and  the  rates  so  low  tliiit 
tbe  rail  carriers  iu  their  conipetition  for  the  trafdc  must  look 
(or  their  jirufitK  to  the  bitlt  of  the  business  Jone  rather  thim 
to  tho  rate  of  uorapi'usatioii  for  the  service  remlered.  The 
tonnage  arriving  at  tide- water  at  New  York  by  the  Erie  caiml 
in  188(i  was  2,450,031  tous,  of  which  1,525,901  was  from  the 
"Western  States.  Tlie  tomiii{»e  gciing  from  tide-wnter  at  New 
York  by  the  Erie  canal  diiriug  the  i^ame  time  was  1,130,192 
(ons,  The  flour  and  grain  alone  rect^ived  at  New  York  iu 
1886  by  canal  was,  in  bushels,  43,835,077  ;  by  rail,  84,(iai,399. 

The  number  of  bushels  received  in  Boston  ilui-ing  the  same 
time,  by  rail,  was  35,8G5,0G3,  or  about  eight  million  busheU 
less  than  tlie  canal  brought  to  New  York.  The  relative  per- 
i-entagea  at  New  York  were,  by  canal,  17.0fi ;  by  roil,  34 ; 
coastwise,  9-10.  The  Boston  percentage  of  the  whole  was 
14.4. 

The  propoi-tions  of  grain  received  at  New  York  during 
seven  months,  from  April  1  to  October  31, 1886,  were,  by  rail, 
39,058,708  bushels ;  by  water,  36,913,555  bushels ;  and  for 
the  same  period  in  1887,  by  rail,  27,721,26'2  bushels;  by 
water,  37,772,000  bushels,  Tlie  controlling  force  and  impor- 
tance in  amount  of  the  competition  by  water  are  too  obvious 
to  require  comment. 

When  the  Erie  canal  was  first  conatmcted,  opening  np  a 
continuous  water-way  from  the  West  to  Now  York,  its  great 
importance  and  prospective  effect  npon  transportation  to  that 
city  were  clearly  foreseen  by  the  sagacious  business  men  of 
Boston,  and  tlie  project  was  coutemplatod  for  a  considerable 
time  of  building  a  connection  with  the  Erie  canal  to  Boston. 
One  plan  was  considered  of  building  a  canal  over  the  Berk- 
shire Mountains;  another  plan  was  to  tunnel  the  Hoosac 
Mountain  for  a  canal  where  the  railroad  tunnel  has  since 
been  made.  But  these  projects  were  abandoned  as  impracti- 
cable, and  the  advantages  o(  cheap  aud  direct  water  trans- 
portation to  Boston  have  not  been  secured.  The  influence 
of  that  mode  of  competition  does  not  directly  aff'ect  the  Bos- 
ton traffic  by  rail,  but  may  indirectly  benefit  Boston  in  tlie 
general  low  rates  to  seaboard  cities  made  necessary  by  the 
canal  competition.     This  absence  of  direct  water  competition 
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at  Boston,  and  the  existence  of  it  at  New  York  are  physical 
facts  constituting  inequalities  which  the  carriers  by  rail  ate 
not  required  to  make  good  to  the  less  favored  locality  at 
their  own  expense. 

The  fact  that  the  Boston  export  rates  and  the  coastwise 
rates  east  of  Portland  and  the  west-bound  rates  from  Boston 
have  been  equalized  with  the  New  York  rates*  is  not  controll- 
ing nor  even  important  upon  the  question  of  the  reasonable-* 
ness  of  the  Boston  local  rates. 

The  character  of  the  east-bound  and  west-bound  traffic  dif- 
fers so  materially  that  there  is  much  force  in  the  argument 
that  the  west-bound  traffic  can  be  carried  at  lower  rates  with- 
out serious  disproportion  in  the  aggregate  earnings  for  the 
carriage  of  the  same  number  of  tons  in  the  two  directions. 
The  testimony  shows  that  over  70  per  cent,  of  the  east-bound 
traffic  consists  of  the  two  lower  classes  of  merchandise  upon 
which  the  lowest  rates  are  made,  viz.,  35  cents  and  SO  cents, 
respectively,  per  hundred  weight.  About  half  of  the  west- 
bound traffic  from  Boston  and  New  England  points  is  of  the 
first,  second,  and  third  classes,  upon  which  the  rates  are,  re~ 
spectively,  75  cents,  65  cents,  and  50  cents  per  hundred 
weight  to  Chicago,  and  on  that  basis  to  other  western  points. 
During  the  year  1887,  until  October  1,  35  per  cent,  of  the 
traffic  carried  west  by  the  Boston  and  Albany  road  was  of 
the  first-class. 

The  export,  coast-wise,  and  west-bound  rates  have  long 
been  conceded  to  Boston,  by  the  carriers  competing  for  east- 
bound  business,  not  because  the  conditions  of  transportation 
are  equal,  but,  under  the  demands  of  the  laws  of  trade,  to  put 
Boston  on  an  equfility  with  competitors  at  Baltimore,  Phila- 
delphia, New  York,  Montreal,  and  Portland  in  reaching  com- 
mon markers  abroad  and  at  the  west.  That  Boston  has  been 
very  largely  benefited  by  the  concession  of  equality  with  New 
York  in  tliese  respects  (cannot  be  doubted.  The  large  export 
and  import  business  and  the  heavy  shipments  to  the  west  of 
imported  nKirchandise  from  Boston  and  of  manufactures  of 
various  kinds  from  different  points  in  New  England  along  the 
line  of  the  Boston  and  Albany  road  and  its  connections  show 
the  great  advantages  to  Boston  of  these  liberal  arrangements. 
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Bat  like  couceBsiona  were  not  made  to  tlie  Boston  local 
rates  from  the  west.  The  meretiandise  sliipped  to  Boston  at 
the  higher  rates  is  for  local  eousumption.  There  ia  no  com- 
petition in  tliat  business  from  other  loculities.  It  is  onjojed 
exclusively  by  the  Boston  merchants  and  traders,  and  there 
is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  consumption  would  be  larger 
or  the  prices  to  consumers  materially  less  if  the  rates  were 
on  a  par  with  those  to  New  York.  It  was  said  in  argument, 
and  some  teHtiniouy  was  given  to  support  it,  tli;il  the  sales  by 
Boston  merohants  to  c«rtu.in  poiuts  uortli  of  Butiton  on  the 
MiLSsauhusetts  coast  had  fallen  off  tu  a  considetable  extent 
since  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  took  effect,  and  that 
grain  from  New  York  is  carriod  to  those  points  by  water  and 
sold  at  less  than  the  Bostou  dealer  can  afi'ord  after  paying 
local  rates  from  Boston  to  tliose  localities. 

This  is  the  only  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that 
Boston  is  in  any  way  injured  by  tlie  existing  rates ;  and  an 
there  was  opposing  evidence  that  the  sliipments  of  flour  and 
wheat  to  Boston  from  the  fii'st  of  April  to  the  last  of  October, 
1887,  was  in  excess  of  the  like  shipments  during  the  corres- 
ponding mooths  in  188G,  the  inference  that  the  falling  oflF  in 
shipments  of  coitj  and  outs  is  due  to  the  rates  is  scarcely 
warranted,  and  a  doubtful  inference,  witliout  evidence  of  a 
more  positive  character,  ia  not  sufficient  to  justify  a  finding 
of  prejudice  to  Boston  in  comparison  with  New  York  justly 
attributable  to  the  rates.  This  testimony,  therefore,  does  not 
establish  the  unreasonablenoBS  of  the  rates  to  Boston. 

The  refusal  of  the  Boston  and  Maine  raUroad  to  join  in 
shipments  from  Boston  to  those  places  on  the  basis  of  the 
Boston  rate  makes  nocessary  an  additional  local  charge  over 
that  road,  and  the  grain  carried  to  those  towns  by  water 
from  New  York  is  presumably  grain  borne  at  low  rates  over 
the  Erie  canal,  for  which  the  rail  carriers  are  in  no  way  re- 
sponsible. 

The  average  earnings  of  the  line  of  the  defendant  carriers 
per  ton  per  mile  from  Chicago  to  Boston  for  merchandise  of 
the  sixth  class,  at  the  Boston  local  rate  of  30  cents  per  hun- 
dred weight,  is  5f  mills.  This  is  as  low  as  the  rate  of  any 
other  rail  carrier  between  the  same  points  and  as  low  as  haa 
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ever  been  charged  in  the  absence  of  rate  wars.  The  ayerage 
per  ton  per  mile  earnings  of  the  line  of  the  Lake  Shore  and 
New  York  Central  roads  for  the  same  class  of  merchandise 
from  Chicago  to  New  York  at  the  rate  of  25  cents  per  hun- 
dred weight  is  5  48-1000  mills,  being  the  difference  of  about 
6-10  of  a  mill.  In  view  of  the  difference  in  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  of  the  traffic  to  the  two  cities,  this  discrepancy 
does  not  appear  to  be  unreasonable  or  unjust. 

The  point  is  ^  made  that  the  differences  in  the  New  York 
and  Boston  rates  are  fixed  sums — ^usually  called  arbitraries — 
of  10  cents  per  hundred  weight  for  the  first  two  classes,  and  5 
cents  per  hundred  weight  for  the  four  other  classes,  and  that 
these  are  not  founded  on  an  exact  mathematical  basis  and  do 
not  change  in  amoimt  if  rates  rise  or  fall.  It  is  not  perceived 
that  there  is  any  importance  in  this  circumstance.  The  term 
''  arbitrary  "  applied  to  rates  in  railroad  phraseology  implies 
no  alarming  significance.  It  is  used  to  designate  some  rate 
not  founded  on  a  combination  of  other  rates  or  upon  ^  per- 
centage theory  of  some  general  rate.  It  may  be  and  ire» 
quently  is  lower  than  a  rate  established  on  a  different  basis* 
It  is  quite  as  likely,  therefore,  to  indicate  a  favorable  as  an . 
unfavorable  rate.  Mathematical  precision  in  the  adjustment 
of  rates  is  not  always  attainable  nor  necessary,  and  if  the 
diffevences  are  not  in  fact  unreasonable  it  cannot  be  material 
whether  they  are  arrived  at  by  one  mode  or  another,  and 
while  the  custom  of  arbitraries  or  fixed  differences  may  not 
be  an  ideal  method  it  is  simpler  than  fluctuating  percent- 
ages, and  so  long  as  it  is  fair  and  equitable  it  is  amenable  to 
no  valid  objection.  The  differences  between  New  York  and 
other  competing  cities  are  also  fixed  sums  or  arbitraries ;  at 
Philadelphia  and  Montreal  two  cents  per  hundred  weight 
lower  on  all  classes,  and  at  Baltimore  three  cents  per  hun-  k 
(hod  weight  lower  on  all  classes.  The  fact  of  a  fixed  differ- 
ence in  rates  to  the  seaboard  cities  is  not  peculiar,  tlierefore, 
to  New  York  and  Boston. 

The  existence  of  two  depots  for  the  Boston  and  Albany 
road  at  its  eastern  terminus,  one  for  Boston  local  business 
and  the  other  for  export  business  at  East  Boston,  with  a 
haul  six  miles  longer  than  to  the  local  depot,  is  not  entitled 
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to  prominence  upon  the  questions  under  consideration.  Both 
are  for  the  same  road  and  for  the  same  city,  and  for  the  bet- 
ter accommodation  of  the  business  for  which  they  are  de- 
signed, like  the  three  or  four  depots  of  the  New  York  Cen- 
tral road  at  New  York  (iity,  some  of  which  are  nearly  as  far 
apart  as  those  at  Boston.  As  the  East  Boston  depot  in 
reached  by  a  branch  from  the  main  stem  of  the  road,  it  may 
be  regarded  in  some  respects  as  a  different  line  ;  or,  in  view  ^ 
of  the  haul  from  Chicago  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
it  may  with  reason  fall  under  the  maxim  "  de  minimis  non 
curat  le,r.'" 

The  existing  rates  from  Chicago  and  other  western  points 
to  the  seaboard  cities  have  not  been  established  capriciously 
nor  reached  by  gentle  and  harmonious  methods.  They  are 
the  result  of  many  years  of  contention  and  struggle^  involv- 
ing ruinous  rate  wars  between  the  different  lines,  and  re- 
peated and  protracted  negotiations,  in  which  concessions 
were  necessary  to  arrive  at  an  adjustment,  finally  cuhninating 
in  the  creation  of  a  board  or  tribunal  in  which  all  the  lines 
were  represented  for  the  settlement  of  disputes  and  the 
maintenance  of  peace  and  stability.  The  history  of  these 
contentions  and  their  effects  upon  the  roads  and  upon  busi- 
ness is  one  of  the  most  interesting  chapters  in  the  record  of 
railroad  development  in  this  country.  Beginning  with  eager 
rivalry  and  each  line  making  rates  independently  and  always 
with  the  view  of  securing  the  largest  possible  amount  of  busi- 
ness for  itself,  the  differences  to  Baltimore  and  Philadelphia 
against  New  York  were  so  great  that  wars  were  inevitable, 
and  after  most  serious  losses  had  been  sustained  and  trans- 
portation demoralized,  self-preservation,  as  well  as  the  gen- 
eral public  interests,  required  that  destructive  hostilities 
should  cease  and  agreements  be  brought  about  on  some  basis 
of  connnon  justice  and  comparative  equity.  After  several 
unsuccessful  experiments  the  present  basis  of  rates  tO  the  . 
seaboard  cities  was  established. 

AVhilo  by  these  adjustments  the  rate  from  Chicago  to  New 
York  forms  the  basis  with  relation  to  which  the  whole  sys- 
tem is  arranged,  that  rate  is  in  fact  the  one  accepted  by  the 
shoi-test  line,  which  is  the  line  by  the  Pennsylvania  road  and 
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its  connections,  and  the  other  lines  must  conform  to  it  in 
order  to  share  in  the  business.  It  thus  results  that  all  the 
lines  to  New  York  carry  at  the  same  rates ;  and  by  an  exten- 
sion of  the  same  principle  all  lines  to  Boston  carry  at  the 
name  Boston  rates.  The  seaboard  rates  are,  therefore,  all 
parts  of  a  large  and  complicated  system,  and  their  relations 
and  inter-relations  are  such  that  any  material  change  in  one 
rate  invovles  numerous  other  changes.  It  was  stated  in  the 
testimony  that  a  reduction  of  the  east-bound  Boston  local 
rate  to  the  level  of  the  New  York  tariff  would  require  corres- 
ponding changes  at  several  thousand  other  points  in  New 
England  and  at  the  west,  and  that  the  New  England  towns 
not  on  the  direct  line  of  the  Boston  and  Albany  road,  but 
reached  by  its  connections  and  now  sharing  the  Boston  rates, 
might  lose  their  present  advantages.  The  necessity  for 
other  changes  in  respect  to  related  rates  is  not  in  itself  an 
adequate  reason  for  declining  to  correct  any  specific  rate  if 
it  is  in  fact  wrong,  but  when  other  changes  would  follow 
which  might  be  injurious  to  other  localities  they  are  proper 
to  be  considered  with  reference  to  the  general  effect  that 
might  be  produced  by  the  proposed  change,  especially  when 
a  reasonable  doubt  of  its  propriety  exists. 

In  1882,  when  substantially  the  present  differences  in  rates 
to  the  several  Atlantic  ports  were  in  force  and  shortly  after  a 
iierce  war  had  existed,  a  disinterested  commission  of  three 
gentlemen  was  chosen  by  the  different  roads  to  consider  and 
arbitrate  the  differential  rates  to  the  principal  seaboard 
points.  After  taking  much  testimony  and  giving  ample  con- 
sideration to  the  subject  the  commission  made  an  elaborate 
report,  discussing  at  length  the  different  principles  urged  as 
foundations  for  the  differentials,  viz.,  distance  or  mileage, 
cost  of  service,  and  competition,  concluding  that  competition 
must  be  regarded  as  the  only  practicable  principle  on  which 
the  differences  could  be  fairly  adjusted,  and  that  no  reason 
appeared  for  changing  the  differences  then  existing. ' 

It  is  proper  to  say  that  Boston  was  not  repreeented  upon 
the  hearings  before  that  commission,  and  the  Boston  diffdren- 
tinls  were  not,  therefore,  directly  involved,  although  the  princi- 
ples discussed  applied  equally  to  Boston  with  the  other  points. 
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The  preceding  discussion  has  been  chiefly  limited  to  the  re- 
lation of  the  carriers  to  the  transportation  in  question.  The 
complaint  is  against  the  carriers  and  they  only  hare  appear- 
ed. The  business  interests  of  New  York  have  not  been 
heard ;  but  a  question  of  this  nature  has  broader  aspects 
than  the  interests  and  duties  of  the  railroad  carriers.  The 
business  interests  of  the  city  of  New  York  are  entitled  to  fair 
consideration  and  those  interests  should  not  be  disregarded  . 
in  passing  upon  transportation  questions  in  which  that  city 
has  large  concern. 

The  geographical  situation  of  New  York,  its  unrivalled  har- 
bor, with  many  miles  of  available  water  front  and  wharves, 
its  vast  concentration  and  variety  of  business,  its  greatly  su- 
perior ocean  service,  its  location  as  the  terminus  of  water 
transportation  from  the  west  and  of  many  great  competing 
railroad  lines,  its  capacity  for  storage  and  its  terminal  facili- 
ties, its  acknowledged  commercial  pre-eminence  give  un- 
doubted advantages  to  that  city,  partly  natural  and  partly 
the  result  of  enterprise  and  State  expenditure,  to  which  it  is 
justly  and  equitablj-  entitled  and  which  it  would  be  an  inde- 
fensible wrong  to  attem|)t  to  take  away  or  neutralize. 

No  invidious  comparison  with  any  other  city  is  intended, 
but  undeniable  facts  cannot  be  ignored  when  a  question  of 
rights  between  competing  localities  is  under  consideration. 

In  view  of  the  relative  situation,  competing  transportation 
facilities,  and  natural  and  commercial  advantages  of  the  two 
cities  it  would  seem  unnatural  and  repugnant  to  equity  that 
the  carriers  delivering  propeiiiy  to  them,  respectively,  should 
be  compelled  to  make  to  both  an  equality  of  rates. 

The  conclusion  of  the  Commission  is  that4he  petitioners 
have  not,  upon  any  legitimate  grounds  of  rate-makimg, 
maintained  their  application  for  equality  of  rates  with  New 
York  for  east-bound  local  shipments  to  Boston,  and  that  the 
existing  rates,  of  which  complaint  is  made,  have  not  been 
shown  to  be  unjust  or  unreasonable  in  themselves  or  rela- 
tively, and  the  petitioners  have  not  shown  unjust  discrimina- 
tion against  Boston  and  in  favor  of  New  York  by  reason  of 
those  rates. 

The  several  complaints  must,  therefore,  be  dismissed. 
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Walker  and  Morrison,  Commissioners: 

A<];r€ieing  in  general  with  the  foregoing  opinion  and  con- 
curring in  the  result,  we  are  unwilling  to  be  considered  as 
assenting  to  the  views  above  expressed  in  respect  to  the  use 
of  an  "  arbitrary  "  in  fixing  the  Boston  rate. 

It  appears  from  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  that  "  the 
(^xtra  charge  of  10  cents  per  hundred  pounds  in  the  case  of 
tlie  lirst  two  classes,  and  of  5  cents  per  hundred  in  the  other 
classes  of  merchandise  for  transportation  from  Chicago  to 
l^oston  over  the  charges  for  the  transportation  of  the  same 
merchandise  from  Chicago  to  New  York  is  an  extra  fixed 
charge  or  *  arbitrary '  which  has  for  many  years  been  added 
to  the  New  York  rate  in  fixing  the  Boston  rate  without  refer- 
vwce  to  what  the  rate  to  New  York  might  be ;  so  that,  for  il- 
lustration, when  in  past  times  the  through  rate  for  the  trans- 
])ortation  of  flour  and  grain  from  Chicago  to  New  York  was 
50  cents,  and  again,  when  it  was  only  15  cents,  the  through 
rate  to  Boston  for  the  same  class  of  goods  at  the  same  time 
was  in  each  case  just  5  cents  more — i,  e,,  55  cents  and  20 
cents,  respectively." 

An  arbitrary  of  5  cents  per  hundred  is  10  per  cent,  of  a  50- 
cent  rate  and  20  per  cent,  of  a  25-cent  rate.  The  same  proof 
which  might  show  that  this  arbitrary  was  just  when  the  New 
York  sixtli-class  rate  was  50  cents  would  demonstrate  that 
it  is  unjust  now.  No  facts  have  been  shown  which  would 
justify  a  doubled  disparity  at  one  time  as  compared  with 
another. 

It  further  appears  that  the  Chicago  arbitraries  of  10  cents 
on  the  two  upper  classes  and  5  cents  upon  the  remainder  are 
enforced  on  business  consigned  to  Boston  from  all  points 
west  of  Buifalo,  while  at  Buffalo  the  amount  of  the  addition 
is  summarily  reduced  one-half. 

The  propriety  of  somewhat  higher  rates  from  the  west  to 
Boston  than  to  New  York  cannot  properly  be  questioned, 
but  the  method  pursued  by  the  carriers  in  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  difference  is  crude  aud  unsatisfactory*  The  re- 
sult is  well  named  an  "  arbitrary." 

The  difference  originally  established  seems  ip  have  been, 
at  the  time,  an  advance  of  about  10  per  cent*  in  the  rates  to 
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Boston  over  tlie  rates  to  New  York,  both  from  Chicago  and 
from  Buffalo.  The  facts  fairly  waiTanted  a  difference  repre- 
sented by  that  relative  proportion,  and  it  is  hard  to  find  sub- 
stantial reasons  for  any  greater  distinction  than  that.  No 
subsequent  events  have  oQpurred  which  are  claimed  to  have 
changed  the  situation  to  the  prejudice  of  Boston.  The 
proofs,  however,  fail  to  show  the  precise  class  rates  which 
were  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  arbitrary  was  adopted. 

An  attempt  was  then  made  to  ascertain  a  just  measure  of 
disparity  from  natural  or  other  causes,  and  to  apply  the 
same  to  rates  which  were  expected  to  fluctuate  in  the  future. 
A  percentage  basis  would  have  been  and  would  now  be  a 
much  more  satisfactory  and  trustworthy  method  than  the 
one  which  was  adopted.  Such  a  basis  is  ersy  of  calculation  ; 
it  could  be  applied  without  difficulty  and  with  apparent 
justice  at  Chicago  and  all  other  trunk-line  western  points, 
from  which  the  rate  to  New  York  is  now  a  stated  percentage 
of  the  rate  from  Chicago  to  New  York ;  and  it  would  in  great 
measure  efface  the  elements  of  injustice  which  the  complain- 
ants perceive  in  the  workings  of  the  present  system. 
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JAMES   PYLE   &   SONS,  v.  THE  EAST   TENNESSEE, 
VIRGINIA  AND  GEORGIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Heard  December  8,  1887.    Decided  February  15,  1888. 

1.  By  the  classification  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Aseociation 

adopted  by  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  Railway  Company 
on  shipments  of  Pearline  and  common  soap  from  New  York  to  Atlanta, 
Ga.,  Poarline  is  in  fourth-class  freight  with  a  rate  of  73  cents  per  hun- 
dred pounds,  while  common  soap  is  in  sixth-class  freight  with  a  class 
rate  of  49  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  but  a  ** special  rate'*  is  given  com- 
mon soap  of  thirty-three  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 
Hold  1.  That  Poarline  being  competitive  with  ooi&mon  soap,  the  relative 
difference  between  the  class  rate  of  Pearline,  and  this  **  special  rate** 
on  common  soap  is  too  great,  and  that  Pearline  must  be  placed  in  fifth- 
class  freight  on  shipments  from  New  York  to  Atlanta  by  the  defendant 
company,  with  a  rate  of  sixty  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  also  in  the 
fifth  class  in  the  classiflcation  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship 
Association,  and,  further,  that  the  relative  difference  in  the  rates  on 
Pearline  and  common  soap  in  such  shipments  must  not  exceed  the  dif« 
fercnce  of  sixty  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  Pearline  and  thirty-three 
cents  on  soap. 

2.  Hold  further,  that  on  shipments  of  Pearline  and  common  soap,  all  rail,  in 

the  territory  to  which  the  classifications  of  the  Southern  Railway  and 
Steamship  Association  applies,  the  following  rates  of  this  Association 
must  be  maintained  by  the  defendant  company,  namely ; 

PER  100  P  )rNDa.  SOAP  POWDER.  COMMON  SOAP. 

100  miles.  82  cents.  20  cents. 

500      ''  49     **  88      " 

D.  Field,  that  the  discrimination  made  by  the  **  special  rate**  of  the  South- 
ern Railway  and  Steamship  Association  between  Pearline  and  common 
soap,  to  the  extent  now  existing  on  the  shipments  to  which  it  refers,  Ia 
unjust  and  must  be  di8<;ontinued,  and  while  common  soap  is  in  its  sixth 
class,  Pearline  must  be  placed  in  its  fifth  class. 

II.  A  statement  of  the  grounds  of  differences  in  the  classiflcation  of  articles 
of  freight  by  railroad  companies  and  a  discussion  of  these,  by  which  the 
conclusions  of  the  Commission  are  reached,  in  the  classiflcation  of 
Pearline  when  transported  all  rail  on  the  one  hand,  or  on  the  othar^ 
partly  by  wat^r  and  partly  by  rail,  as  compared  with  the  transportation 
of  common  soap  by  either  mode. 

W,  FAgar  Rogers  and  Fred  E,  Tosher^  counsel  for  petitioei- 

ers. 

Williara  M.  Baxter^  Esq.,  counsel  for  defendant. 
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REPORT   AND   OPINION  OF  THE  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 

Bragg,  Cofnmissioner  : 

The  complaint  in  this  proceeding  involves  the  justice  and 
reasonableness  of  the  freight  rate  classification  made  bj  the 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Eailway  Company 
upon  a  certain  powder  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs,  com- 
monly known  as  "  Pearline." 

^  It  is  claimed  in  the  complaint  that  this  article  is  ruled  to 
come  under  the  head  of  "  powders  and  washing  compounds, 
etc.,"  in  the  classification  of  freight  of  this  railway  company 
to  all  points  and  cUies  from  which  the  classification  of  freight 
as  made  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Association  is 
held  to  apply,  and  that  it  is  rated  by  this  company  as  "  soap 
powder "  in  the  classification  of  freight  to  all  other  points 
reached  by  the  line  of  that  railway,  but  which  are  not  situ- 
ated within  the  territory  in  which  the  classification  of  the 
Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Association  is  held  to  ap- 
ply. An  example  stated  in  the  complaint  is,  to  KnoxviUe, 
Tenn.,  Atlanta,  Ga.,  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  as  being  points  to 
which  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Association's 
classifications  apply ;  and  to  transmit  to  Missisippi,  points 
such  as  Shreveport,  La.,  Dallas,  Texas,  Little  Bock,  Axk.,  to 
which  the  rate  classification  of  the  Southern  Railway  and 
Steamship  Association  does  not  apply. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  by  putting  this  article  under 
the  rating  *'  powders  and  washing  compounds,  etc./'  this 
company  thereby  charges  a  freight  rate  of  over  100  per  cent, 
(exact,  121.31  per  cent.)  more  than  it  charges  for  a  similar 
article,  so  far  as  freight  purposes  are  concerned^  namely, 
common  soap,  to  the  points  above  named.  To  Knoxville, 
Tenn.,  Atlanta,  Ga.,  and  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  the  averment  of 
the  complaint  is  that  the  rate  is  73  cents  per  hundred  pounds, 
while  that  on  common  soap  is  33  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 
The  complaint  claims  that  this  article  should  be  granted  the 
same  freight  rate  as  common  soap  upon  the  following  stated 
giounds,  namely :  *'  It  is  not  an  article  of  dififerent  character, 
only  differing  in  being  in  powder  form.  It  is  of  similar  bulk, 
packed  in  boxes  similar  to  soap.  It  is  no  more  liable  to  dam- 
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age  or  injury  and  no  more  trouble  to  handle  or  forward.  It  is 
used  for  the  very  same  purpose  in  the  laundry  and  for  house 
cleaning,  not  in  connection  with  soap,  but  in  place  of  soap^ 
and  so  competitive  with  soap  ;  that,  being  competitive  with, 
common  soap,  it  must  be  and  is  sold  at  a  price  that  will  ad- 
mit of  its  use,  and  soap  powders  approximate  very  closely  in 
the  average  price  to  that  of  common  soaps  of  the  same  char- 
acter. The  same  freight  rate  as  that  given  common  soap  is 
granted  our  goods — (^^  «.,  Pearline)  by  every  railroad  and 
their  connections,  so  far  as  we  have  any  knowledge,  and  our 
knowledge  extends  to  every  part  of  our  country,  excepting 
only  thowe  that  adhere  to  the  tariff  of  the  Southern  Bailway 
and  Steamship  Association  in  their  own  prescribed  territory. 
The  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  railway  itself  and 
othorn  freely  grant  us  the  same  freight  rate  as  common  soap 
to  all  points  outside  of  the  territory  put  under  the  classifica-  . 
tion  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Association — 
for  instance,  under  the  head  of  soap,  to  the  points  named 
above,  namely,  Shreveport,  La.,  Dallas,  Texas,  Little  Bock, 
Ark.,  and  Fort  Smith,  Ark."  The  complaint  claims  that 
this  is  an  unjust  and  undue  discrimination,  under  the  guise 
of  a  different  classification,  and  forbidden  by  the  Act  to  Beg- 
ulate  Commerce. 

Tlie  answer  of  the  defendant  railway  company  to  this  com- 
plaint states  that  common  soap  is  classed  by  it  as  sixth  class, 
and  is  worth  on  an  average  about  5  cents  a  pound.  It  avers 
that  ''  soap  powders  and  washing  compounds,"  which  cover 
plaintiffs'  article,  are  classed  as  fourth  class  in  the  tariffs  of 
the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Bailway  Company, 
and  that  in  value  petitioners'  article  is  worth  from  13  to  15 
cents  per  pound.  It  denies  that  the  rates  charged  upon 
Pearline  are  unreasonable  or  unjust  or  that  there  is  any  un- 
just discrimination  involved  in  them.  It  avers  that  there  are 
many  good  and  sufficient  reasons,  which  will  be  shown  by 
the  evidence  on  the  hearing,  that  justifies  the  rates  charged, 
and  it  denies  all  the  other  allegations  in  the  complaint. 

From  the  evidence  before  us  we  find  the  material  facts  ip, 
this  proceeding  to  be  as  hereinafter  stated.  Pearline  is  a 
cleansing  compound  used  for  the  same  purposes  as  common 
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soap.  The  leading  products  that  are  used  in  its  mannfactiire 
are  cotton-seed  oil  or  other  oils  or  fatty  matter,  soda  caustic, 
and  soda  alkali.  As  prepared  for  use,  it  is  a  powder.  Pearl- 
ine  is  packed  in  small  paper  boxes  made  by  machinery,  with 
open  ends,  and  these  packages  are  then  packed  in  a  wooden 
box,  in  which  manner  it  is  transported  by  railroads.  From 
8  to  10  cents  is  the  wholesale  price  at  which  it  is  sold  in  the 
different  parts  of  the  country.  The  retail  price  is  5  cents  a 
package,  which  contains  5  or  6  ounces.  It  is  the  highest- 
priced  soap  powder  sold,  and  is  in  very  general  use.  There 
are  fi'om  20  to  30  kinds  of  soap  powers  manufactured  in  the 
United  States.  Pearline  is  competitive  with  common  soap 
and  is  used  for  much  the  same  purposes. 

The  wholesale  price  of  common  soap  in  the  different  parts 
of  the  country  is  from  3  to  5  cents  per  pound.  In  case  of  an 
accident  in  being  transported  common  soap  would  have  cer- 
tain advantages  over  Pearline.  Not  being  in  powder  form,  it 
woidd  not  be  scattered  by  the  crash  of  a  collision,  nor  would 
its  value  be  so  much  impaired  by  becoming  wet  in  the  event 
of  such  accident.  If  common  soap  should  become  wet  by  a 
railroad  accident  this  would  injure  it  but  little.  If  Pearline 
should  become  wet  by  a  railroad  accident  this  would,  to  a 
greater  or  less  extent,  impair  its  value,  and  might  destroy  its 
value  altogether.  It  would  also  be  greatly  injured  by  becom- 
ing damp  from  any  case.  Common  soap  is  also  transported 
in  wooden  boxes. 

By  the  classification  of  the  Southern-  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Association  Pearline  is  classified  in  the  fourth  class,  and 
by  the  same  classification  common  soap  is  classed  as  sixth 
class.  According  to  this  classification,  the  class  rate  from 
New  York  to  Atlanta  would  be  73  cents  per  one  hundred 
pounds  on  Pearline  and  49  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds  on 
common  soap.  There  is  a  special  rate  on  common  soap  to 
Atlanta  of  33  cents  from  New  York,  made  up  as  follows, 
namely :  The  schooner  rate  from  New  York  to  Savannah  and 
the  rate  of  the  Georgia  Kailroad  Commission  from  Savannah 
to  Atlanta.  This  special  rate  applies  to  certain  other  points 
vithin  the  territory  covered  by  the  rates  of  the  Southern 
iBailway  and  Steamship  Association  besides  Atlanta.    The 
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rate  on  soap  powders  and  Pearline  from  New  York  to  At- 
lanta, Ga.,  is  73  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  is  made  up 
as  foUows  :  Tlie  schooner  rate  from  New  York  to  SaYannah, 
to  which  is  added  the  rate  fixed  by  the  Georgia  Bailroad 
Commission  from  SaYannah  to  Atlanta.  The  all-rail  rate 
from  New  York  to  Atlanta,  by  way,  in  part,  of  the  East  Ten-  ' 
nessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Bailway,  is  also  73  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  on  soap  powders,  and  Pearline,  and  is  made 
to  meet  the  water  and  rail  class  rate  by  way  of  SaYannah. 

The  railroad  commissions  of  Georgia  and  Alabama  each 
places  Pearline  in  the  fourth  class  and  common  soap  in  the 
sixth  class,  as  fixed  by  the  Southern  Bailway  and  Steamship 
Association. 

During  the  last  five  or  six  years  the  subject  of  the  relatiYO 
rates  on  Pearline  and  soap  powders  on  the  one  hand  and 
common  soap  on  the  other  has  frequently  been  before  the 
rate  committee  of  the  Southern  Bailway  and  Steamship  As- 
sociation, and  on  account  of  the  greater  liability  of  soap 
powders  and  Pearline  to  injury  and  destruction  as  compared 
with  common  soap  in  case  of  accident,  as  well  as  on  account 
of  their  greater  pecuniary  Yalue  oYer  common  soap,  this  rate 
committee  has  uniformly  adhered  to  placing  Pearline  in 
their  fourth  class  and  soap  in  their  sixth  class.  By  the  clas- 
sification of  the  Southern  Bailway  and  Steamship  Associa- 
rion  castile  and  fancy  soap  are  second  class. 

The  East  Tennessee,  Vii^nia  and  Georgia  Bailway  Com- 
pany proper  extends  from  Briston,  Tenn.,  to  Brunswick^  Ga, 
Through  purchased  and  leased  lines  it  also  extends  to  Merid- 
ian, Miss.,  and  to  Memphis,  Tenn.  The  trunk  l^ne  classifi- 
cation applies  to  Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  Little  Bock,  Ark.;  the 
Texas  classification  applies  to  DaUas,  Texas,  and  ShrcYeport, 
La.;  but  no  rates  appear  to  haYe  been  issued  under  the 
Texas  classification  for  Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  nor  do  shipments 
to  that  point  seem  to  be  coYered  by  the  trunk  line  classifica-  * 
tion,  and  they  are  doubtless  made  up  by  a  combination«of 
the  trunk  line  classification  and  a  local  state  classification 
from  Little  Rock  to  Fort  Smith. 

A  comparison  of  the  Yarious  rates  and  classifications  fi^^d 
upon  Pearline  and  common  soap  by  the  trunk  line  classifica- 
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tion,  the  Texas  classification^  and  the  Southern  Bailway  and 
Steamship  Association's  classification  is  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint and  attempted  to  be  made  in  the  evidence  of  the  wit- 
nesses examined  before  us ;  but  there  were  and  are  so  many 
difficulties  inherent,  arising  from  the  difference  in  classes  in 
these  several  classifications,  that  this  attempt  was  productive 
of  no  very  satisfactory  results.  '  Each  side  relied  upon  these 
classifications  and  rates  to  sustain  them  in  the  positions  they 
assumed,  knowing,  as  they  did,  that  these  classifications  and 
rates  are  on  file  before  us,  and  are  matters  that  we  would  ex- 
amine ourselves  to  the  extent  they  could  properly  be  con- 
sidered as  evidence.  We  have  examined  these  various  clas* 
sifications  on  file  with  us,  so  far  as  they  pertain  to  the  sub- 
ject of  this  controversy,  for  the  purposes  of  comparison,  and 
as  bearing  upon  the  merits  of  this  controversy. 

By  the  trunk  line  classification  soap  powder  and  common 
soap  are  each  embraced  in  the  fourth  class.  The  rates  on 
these  articles  from  New  York  are  as  follows  : 

SOAP  POWDER  AND  COMMON  SOAP  PER  100  POUNDS. 

L.   O.   L.  O.   L. 

To  Memphis  via  Louisville 50  cents.  iioents. 

Little  Rock  via  8t  Louis 75     *♦  60      " 

Fort  Smith    **        **         90     *'  79      '• 

The  rates  on  soap  powder  and  articles  of  the  same  class 
under  the  Trunk  Line  Association's  classification  are  as  fol- 
lows per  100  pounds : 

L.   0.   L.  O.   Ij. 

For  too  miles 16  cents.  15  oents. 

500     **     25     "  21      *« 

600     **     27     **  S8    ** 

The  rates  and  classification  ma  the  Sunset  route  (Southern 
Pacific)  are  as  follows  : 

From  New  York  to  Little  Rock,  to  which  the  trunk  line 
classification  applies,  the  same  as  that  classification,  viz.,  per 
100  pounds — 

Common  soap  and  soap  powder,  rate  L.  C.  L 60  oents. 

C.  L 45     " 


JAMES  PYLE  A  SONS  V.  EAST  TENN.,  VA.  &  GA.  R.  R.  CO.   471 

To  Dallas,  Tex.,  and  Slireveport,  La.,  the  Texas  classifica- 
tion applies,  viz.,  by  which  Pearline,  common  soap,  and  soap 
I)owder  are  shown  to  be  in  the  same  class,  viz:  L.  C.  L.,  4th, 
C.'  L.  A.,  and  the  rates  from  New  York  are  per  100  ponnds: 

To  Shroveport,  L.  C.  L 70  cents. 

C.  L 64      ** 

Dallas,  L.  C.  L 102      " 

♦*       C.  L 98      *• 

The  rates  for  distances  of  100  and  500  miles  in  the  terri- 
tory to  which  the  Texas  classification  applies  are  for  com- 
mon soap  and  Pearline  per  100  pounds : 

100  milos,  L.  C.  L 47  cents. 

C.  L 48      *» 

500      *♦      L.  C.  L 6»      ** 

C.  L 63      " 

The  rates  for  distances  of  100  miles  and  500  miles,  in  the 
territory  to  which  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  As- 
sociation's classification  applies,  in  any  quantity,  are  as  fol- 
lows : 

SOAP  POWDBB.       COMMON  SOAP. 

100  miles 32  cents.  20  cents.     . 

500    '*     49      **  88      ** 

A  computation  of  the  number  of  articles  and  number  of 
classifications  of  articles  as  found  in  the  different  classes, 
and  then  the  number  of  classes  in  each  of  the  different  sys- 
tems, shows  the  following  results : 

NUMBER   OF  NFMRBR  OP  NUMBER  Or 

OLASBIFIOATION.  AltTICLBS.  CLASSIFICATIONS.  0LASSI8.' 

Trunk  Line 1,614  4,354  6       \ 

So.  R'y  &  S.  S.  Ass'n 874  1,602  18       • 

Texas 891  1,591  9       ^ 

Tlie  methods  by  which  the  results  stated  in  the  table  last 
above  mentioned  is  arrived  at  is  as  follows :  By  counting  the 
different  articles  mentioned  and  then  to  count  the  different 
classilieations  of  such  articles  ;  for  example,  acids  are  classed 
in  nine  different  ways,  according  to  how  shipped.  In  the  ^ 
count  of  articles  acid  is  counted  as  one  article,  and  in  the- 
number  of  classifications  as  nine. 
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No  complaint  has  ever  been  made  by  any  other  manufau- 
tnrer  of  soap  powders  ami  wnshing  compounds  against  tht? 
Klassiti cation  or  rates  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Aasociatiou,  as  the  evidence  addui^ed  on  the  part  of  th<' 
railway  company  in  this  case  sliowa,  except  the  mauufactur- 
ors  of  Pearline,  and  this  has  been  true  for  the  laat  tliirtoeii 
years.  No  cvideiice  was  offered  of  any  inotance  in  which 
any  company  which  has  adopted  the  dassificatious  and  rates 
of  the  Southern  Railway  aud  Steamship  Association  has 
ever  sustained  any  losis  on  account  of  Pearline  or  soap  pow- 
ders by  accident  collision,  or  otherwise. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  wo  pei-form  the  duty  of  stating  our 
conclusions. 

The  method  of  classification,  which  consists  of  gi-ouping  a 
largo  number  of  articles  into  each  of  several  different  classes 
■with  different  rates  for  the  transportation  of  each  class,  has 
long  existixl  in  the  operation  of  railroads.  In  making  up  a 
class  by  this  method  articles  of  the  same  kind  are  usually 
grouped  together  in  the  samo  class  as  far  as  this  can  be  done ; 
but  as  the  articles  in  each  class  are  so  very  numerous  there 
is  a  very  groat  diversity  of  such  articles,  and  it  results  that 
there  are  generally  but  few  things  of  the  same  kind  that  can 
be  placed  in  one  class.  This  is  unavoidable,  because  the  ar- 
ticles are  so  numerous  while  the  classes  are  but  few.  All 
articles  embraced  in  a  class  are  usually  charged  the  rate  of 
that  class,  whatever  it  may  be.  To  carrier  and  shipper  alike 
it  indicates  the  amount  of  the  rate  chained. 

One  of  the  many  embarrassments  connected  with  the  trann- 
portation  of  freight  by  railroads  consists  in  the  fact  that 
there  is  such  a  lack  of  uniformity  in  the  classifications  of 
freight  found  in  the  difl'erent  portions  of  the  country.  The 
three  associations  mentioned  in  evidence  in  this  case  are  not 
all  that  there  are  of  this  description  in  the  United  States; 
yet  each  of  them  has  different  classifications,  and,  having 
different  classifications,  in  this  way  charge  different  rates  for 
what  in  many  cases  is  a  substantially  similar  service.  The 
Trunk  Line  Association,  for  instance,  with  1,614  articles  and 
4,334  classifications,  has  all  these  grouped  into  six  different 
classes.     The  Texas  Association,  with  891  difi'ereut  articles, 
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classified  under  1,591  different  names,  has  all  these  grouped 
into  nine  different  classes.  The  Southern  Bailway  and 
Steamship  Association,  with  874  articles  and  1,602  classifica- 
tions of  these  articles,  has  them  all  grouped  into  thirteen  dif- 
ferent classes. 

This  mode  of  making  rate  by  classification  is  intended  to 
be  for  the  conYenience  of  the  railway  company  aiid  also  for 
the  accommodation  of  the  shippers,  and  long  experience  has 
shown  that  it  is  the  best  and  most  practical  way  yet  devised 
for  dealing  with  tl\jg  subject.  To  demonstrate  that  there  are 
occasional  inequalities  of  rate  upon  some  of  the  articles  thus 
grouped  together  in  one  class  as  compared  with  others  in 
that  class  is  not  to  prove  that  the  whole  system  is  wrong,  but 
simply  that  there  is  or  may  be  some  slight  or  occasional  dif- 
ference in  the  rates  charged  upon  some  one  article  in  propor- 
tion to  its  value,  bulk,  or  weight,  when  compared  with  anoth- 
er, that  inflicts  no  substantial  wrong  upon  any  one,  and  is 
one  of  the  mere  incidents  of  the  service  by  this  method  of 
transportation.  To  show  that  some  one  article  of  freight  in 
a  class  is  charged  a  much  higher  or  lower  relative  rate  than 
it  ought  to  be  charged  when  compared  with  another  in  that  or 
some  other  class  may,  under  all  the  circumstances,  establish 
the  result  that  a  mistake  has  been  made  in  its  classification 
that  amounts  to  an  unjust  discrimination. 

In  grouping  articles  together  in  a  class  for  the  purpose  of 
fixing  rates  upon  these  articles  several  consideirations  are 
usually  deemed  by  the  earner  of  a  very  controlling  nature. 
Among  these  may  be  mentioned  bulk  and  space  occupied, 
value,  hazardous  and  extra  hazardous  freight,  liability  to 
waste  or  injury  in  trapsit,  weight,  or  the  like.  Upon  such 
articles  as  dynamite,  nitro-glycerine,  gunpowder,  and  all 
other  explosives  a  higher  rate  is  charged  than  upon  other 
articles  of  similar  value,  weight,  and  size  that  are  not  explo- 
sives, on  account  of  the  risk  connected  with  their  transporta- 
tion, arising  particularly  in  the  event  of  serious  accident. 
In  one  case  there  is  little,  if  any,  risk  to  the  carrier  that  the 
aiiicle  transpoi-ted  A\ill  be  destroyed  in  case  of  accident,  ot 
that,  being  destroyed  itself,  it  will  also  contribute  to  the  de- 
struction of  other  freight ;  while  in  the  other  ca^e  there  is 
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very  great  risk ;  in  case  of  serious  accident,  explosives  wiU 
not  only  be  destroyed,  but  will  contribute  to  the  destruction 
of  other  larger  quantities  of  freight.  This  is  one  illustration. 
Another  is  that  freight  which  occupies  a  great  deal  of  space 
must  to  some  extent  be  charged  for  that  space ;  or,  if  it 
be  freight  of  very  great  value,  it  is  deemed  that  a  higher  rate 
may  be  charged  upon  it  than  if  it  be  freight  of  very  little 
value,  on  account  of  the  responsibility  connected  with  the 
service  performed  and  the  corresponding  benefit  conferred  to 
the  owner  of  the  freiglit  by  its  transportation ;  or,  if  it  be 
freight  that  is  liable  to  waste  or  injury  in  transit,  then  a 
higher  rate  may  be  charged  for  its  transportation  than  upon 
an  article  of  similar  value  not  liable  to  any  waste  or  injury 
in  transit  in  consequence  of  the  risk,  care,  and  responsibility 
assumed  by  the  carrier. 

As  the  freight  rates  of  a  railroad  are  laid  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  revenue  from  its  operation,  it  is  but  just  and 
fair  that  they  should  be  so  distributed  upon  the  different  ar- 
ticles transported,  as  far  as  this  can  be  done,  so  as  to  bear 
upon  all  with  relative  equality.  This  being  true,  the  consid* 
erations  to  which  we  have  referred  as  influencing  carriers  in 
making  these  rates  are  just  in  themselves,  although  their  ap* 
plication  to  different  articles  of  freight  is  frequently  difficult 
and  must  unavoidably  require  the  exercise  of  great  care  to 
avoid  occasional  unjust  discrimination. 

It  is  upon  these  general  principles  that  defendant  in  this 
case  justifies  the  difference  in  the  classification  and  corres- 
ponding rate  made  between  common  soap  and  ''  soap  pow- 
der "  or  "  Pearline."  Its  defense  is  that  because  of  the 
greater  value  of  Pearline  over  common  soap  and  the  greater 
liability  of  Pearline  to  damage  in  case  of  accident,  that, 
therefore,  it  is  justified  in  making  this  difference  in  the  rate. 
We  are  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  in  case  of  serious  ac- 
ci<ient  while  being  transported,  as  by  collision  of  cars  or  by 
exposure  to  rain  or  water  consequent  upon  such  collision, 
that  in  either  event  Pearline,  being  a  soap  powder,  would  be 
subject  to  much  greater  damage  and  injury  than  common 
soap.  If  there  was  a  serious  collision  it  would  be  scattered 
into  a  mass  of  powder,  and  then  if  it  should  become  wet  it 
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would  be  ruined,  or  if  iErom  any  cause  it  should  become  damp 
it  would  be  greatly  injured.  This  would  not  be  the  case  with 
common  soap.  It  is  very  true  that  the  evidence  shows  no 
instance  where  this  company  or  any  other  company  has  sus- 
tained any  loss  arising  from  accident  in  the  transportation 
of  Pearline ;  but  this  does  not  prove  that  there  is  not  such 
greater  risk  in  the  transportation  of  Pearline  over  common 
soap  in  case  of  a  serious  accident.  We  say  serious  accident 
because  it  is  not  every  accident  that  would  necessarily,  or 
even  probably,  cause  this  injury  or  damage  to  Pearline.  A 
considerable  percentage  of  accidents  might  occur  to  a  train 
without  injuring  Pearline  more  than  soap ;  but  serious  acci- 
dent to  the  car  in  which  Pearline  and  soap  were  being  trans- 
ported,  resulting  in  the  crushing  of  the  car  and  of  the  arti- 
ides  in  the  car,  would  probably  result  in  much  damage  to 
Pearline  without  inflicting  any  such  corresponding  injury  on 
common  soap.  Such  serious  accidents  are  of  course  not 
common  occurrences,  but  nevertheless  they  do  sometimes 
happen  and  are  liable  to  occur.  We  think,  from  the  charac- 
ter of  the  two  articles,  which  were  exhibited  in  evidence  be- 
fore us  and  also  from  other  evidence,  that  there  would  be 
much  greater  risk  in  the  event  of  serious  accident  resulting 
from  the  transportation  of  Pearline  than  common  soap. 

We  find  from  the  evidence  that  Pearline  is  about  twice  the 
market  price  of  common  soap,  and  this  is  a  circumstance  de- 
serving of  consideration.  The  very  great  diflference  in  )\e 
value  and  also  the  risk  in  case  of  serious  accident  in  the 
transportation  of  Pearline,  as  compared  with  common  soap, 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  there  is  ground  for  a  reasonable 
difference  between  the  freight  rates  on  these  two  articles 
Whether  the  difference  made  between  them  in  the  classifica- 
tions and  freight  rates  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Association  is  altogether  reasonable  is  another  question. 
We  do  not  find  that  the  evidence  justifies  the  full  difference 
made  between  them  by  the  special  rate  of  the  Southern  Bail- 
way  and  Steamship  Association,  although  it  does  in  large 
part.  Pearline  is  shown  by  the  evidence  to  be  an  article 
that  is  competitive  with  common  soap,  and  is  used  for  the 
same  purposes,  and  care  should  therefore  be  exercised  not  to 
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make  the  rate  upon  it  practically  prohibitory  or  greatly 
onerous.  The  evidence  shows  it  to  be  an  article  of  general 
use.  It  seems  to  us  that  a  reasonable  rate  for  Pearlino 
would  be  to  place  it  in  the  fifth  class  of  the  Southern  Bail- 
way  and  Steamship  Association,  by  which  it  would  have  to 
pay  a  rate  of  60  cents  per  hundred  pounds  from  New  York 
to  Atlanta,  instead  of  73  cents,  as  it  is  now  required  to  do  by 
being  in  the  fourth  class.  This,  it  appears  to  us,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  would  be  more  relatively  just  and  reason- 
able. After  all,  a  classification  is  but  a  means  of  arriving  at 
a  rate.  The  statute  requires  the  rate  to  be  reasonable,  tak- 
ing fairly  into  considaration  every  circumstance,  condition 
and  service  performed  in  its  transportation  and  relatively 
with  other  rates.  The  mere  method  of  arriving  at  what  is  a 
reasonable  rate  is  a  matter  of  far  less  consequence  than  that 
the  rate  itself  should  be  reasonable  and  relatively  just. 

We  have  carefully  considered  the  classifications  and  rates 
of  the  other  associations  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
parison. The  trunk  line  classification  makes  no  difference 
whatever  between  soap  powder  and  common  soap,  and  this 
is  true  of  the  Texas  classification,  the  classification  of  the 
Sunset  route  and  the  western  classification.  But  while  this 
is  deserving  of  much  consideration,  and  such  it  has  received 
at  our  hands,  yet  it  does  not  satisfy  us,  upon  the  grounds 
above  stated,  as  shown  in  the  evidence  in  this  case,  that 
there  is  not  such  a  difference  between  the  two  that  warrants 
the  rate  we  have  named.  We  have  had  occasion  to  observe 
heretofore,  and  again  repeat,  that  the  conditions  of  trans- 
portation are  in  some  respects  very  different  in  different 
parts  of  the  country.  According  to  the  evidence  this  freight 
reaching  Atlanta  from  the  seaboard  is  transported  from  New 
York  by  far  the  greater  portion  of  the  distance  by  sea, 
and  while  this  is  to  that  extent  a  cheaper  route  from  New 
York  to  Savannah,  or  from  New  York  to  Charleston,  yet  the 
liability  of  a  powder  like  Pearline  to  injury  on  that  part  of 
the  route  from  exposure  to  water  or  damp  in  case  of  ac<iident 
might  well  be  greater  than  if  the  transpoi*tation  was  bj  all 
rail.  Besides,  there  is  more  of  extra  handling  and  additional 
risk  from  that  cause.    To  cover  that  kind  of  transportefeion 
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the  classification  and  freight  rates  of  the  Southern  Bailway 
and  Steamship  Association  from  New  York  to  Savannah  are 
largely  made.  We  are  obliged  to  know,  and  do  know,  that 
most  of  the  freight  fiom  New  York  transported  over  the  East 
Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  railway  comes  by  way  of 
the  ocean  to  Norfolk,  and  is  taken  from  there  south  and  west 
by  rail ;  so  that  as  to  this  the  same  considerations  could  well 
apply  which  we  have  named  in  the  case  of  the  Southern 
Kailway  and  Steamship  Association.  This  is  true  also,  of 
transportation  from  New  York  by  the  Sunset  or  Southern 
Pacific  route,  which  is  by  sea  to  New  Orleans.  In  the  trans- 
portation covered  by  these  classifications  there  is  as  to  a  pow- 
der, like  Pearline,  united  in  greater  degree  the  risks  incident 
to  collision,  water  and  dampness,  and  extra  handling  than  if 
the  transportation  was  all  rail.  On  the  other  hand,  the  trans- 
portation of  the  trunk  lines  proper  is  all  rail.  The  transport- 
ation  of  the  Western  Association  is  also  all  raiL  These  in- 
volve different  conditions  of  transportation,  and  when  com- 
parison is  attempted  to  be  made  of  these  respective  classifi- 
cations and  rates  these  different  conditions  cannot  be  ignored. 
By  the  trunk  line  classification  the  rate  is  lower  on  soap  and 
Pearline  than  it  is  by  the  classification  of  the  Southern  Bail- 
way  and  Steamship  Association,  while  the  rate  by  the  Texas 
classification  is  considerably  higher  than  either.  These  re- 
sults are  defined  and  explained  by  the  defendant  as  arising 
upon  the  different  circumstances  under  which  the  service  is 
rendered,  being  in  the  case  of  the  trunk  lines  through  a 
much  more  populous  territory  and  having  a  greater  volume 
of  freight  as  accounting  for  their  cheaper  rates,  and  through 
a  more  sparsely  settled  country  and  having  less  volume  of 
business,  in  the  case  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Association  and  the  Texas  classification,  as  account- 
ing for  their  higher  rates.  Without  now  going  into  an 
extended  examination  of  these  differences  of  conditions 
as  they  exist  in  the  case  of  these  different  associations, 
which  is  unnecessary,  in  the  view  we  take  of  the  case,  we 
recognize  that  there  is  quite  a  sufficient  difference  in  their 
conditions  to  make  any  attempted  comparison  between  their 
rates  of  very  little  value  in  this  particular  cose  upon  the 
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grounds  we  have  named.  If  the  transportation  from  Ne'V 
York  to  Atlanta  was  all  rail,  then  we  should  say  that  the 
relative  difference  between  the  rate  on  Pearline  and  common 
soap  ought  not  to  be  more  than  about  60  per  cent.,  as  we 
have  above  shown  in  the  case  by  the  classifications  of  the 
Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Association  on  distances 
of  from  1  to  500  miles,  which  evidently  refers  to  shipments 
by  all  rail,  but  the  extra  risks  and  handling  to  Pearline  of  its 
coming  a  great  portion  of  the  way  by  sea  may,  we  think, 
justify  the  increased  relative  difference  in  rate. 

The  defendant  relies  upon  the  fact  that  it  has  been  sus- 
tained in  its  classifications  as  to  Pearline  and  common  soap 
by  the  honorable  railroad  commissions  of  Georgia  and  Ala- 
bama. We  have  given  a  very  high  and  respectful  considera- 
tion to  the  action  of  these  honorable  and  respected  tribunals 
when  offered  in  evidence  before  us  ;  but,  as  in  the  case  of 
Beed  and  Evans  against  the  Oregon  Railway  and  Navigation 
Company,  in  manuscript,  where  a  recommendation  of  the 
honorable  railroad  commission  of  Oregon  was  relied  upon  by 
the  petitioners  as  sustaining  their  view  of  the  case,  we  said 
that  we  did  not  know  what  was  the  evidence  before  that 
tribunal  which  induced  it  to  arrive  at  the  result  it  did,  and 
were  constrained  to  be  governed  by  the  evidence  before  us, 
under  the  statute,  in  a  matter  relating  to  Interstate  Com- 
merce. So  also  we  have  to  be  influenced  by  the  same  con- 
siderations in  the  case  now  before  us  ;  besides,  we  {eel  satis- 
fied from  the  evidence  before  us  that  the  difference  between 
this  "  special  rate  "  and  the  class  rates  was  not  before  either 
of  those  tribunals.  At  least,  the  evidence  does  not  show  that 
it  was. 

The  defendant  is  not  responsible  for  the  rates  made  at 
Shreveport,  Little  Rock,  and  Fort  Smith ;  for,  as  we  have  al- 
ready shown,  each  of  these  points  is  beyond  its  terminus, 
and  the  rates  made  there  are  made  by  the  Trunk  Line  Asso- 
ciation, the  Texas  Association,  and  the  Western  Association. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  is  that  the  defendant  must 
cease  to  charge  a  rate  of  73  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on 
Pearline  from  New  York  to  Atlanta,  and  that  said  rate  must 
not  exceed  60  cents  per  hundred  pounds  for  said  service^  and 
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that  the  difference  in  the  rate  upon  Pearline  and  common 
8oap  mnst  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the  relative 
amounts  of  60  cents  per  hundred  pounds  for  Pearline  and  33 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  for  common  soap  when  trans- 
ported over  its  line,  coming  from  New  York  and  going  to  At- 
lanta. As  to  these  articles  when  transported  over  its  line  as 
and  between  other  points  involving  interstate  traffic,  and  at 
])oints  where  the  classifications  of  the  Southern  Bailwaj  and 
Steamship  Association  apply,  the  relative  differences  between 
the  rates  upon  them  as  above  stated  for  distances  of  from  100 

to  500  miles  by  the  classification  of  the  Southern  Bailway 
and  Steamship  Association,  all  rail,  must  be  maintained, 
namely,  per  100  pounds : 

0OAP  FOWmB.  OOMMOV   SOAP. 

100  miles 80omt8.  dOotnts. 

500    **    ^     ••  88     " 

Tlie  discrimination  made  by  the  '* special  rate"  of  the 
Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Association  between  Pearl- 
ine and  common  soap  to  the  extent  herein  indicated  is  unjust 
and  must  be  discontinued ;  and,  while  common  soap  is  in  its 
sixth  class,  Pearline  must  be  placed  in  its  fifth  class. 
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W.  B.  FAKRAR  &  COMPANY,  PetHloners,  v.  THE  EAST 
TENNESSEE,  VIRGINIA  &  GEORGIA  RAILWAY 
COMPANY  AND  THE  NORFOLK  &  WESTERN 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Defendtvitii, 

.  Hoard  January  11th,  1888— Decided  February  15th,  1888. 

I.  The  local  rates  from  Dalton  to  Knoxville,  Johnson  City  and  Bristol  on 
lumber  arc  not  shown  to  be  unreasonable. 

II.  The  joint  rates  on  lumber  from  Dalton  to  Roanoke  and  Lynchburg  are 
shown  to  be  unreasonable  upon  the  groimds  and  for  the  reasons  set 
forth  in  the  report  and  opinion  of  the  Commission. 

III.  As  a  rule  in  the  transportation  of  freight  by  railroads  while  the  aggre- 
gate charge  is  continually  increasing  the  further  the  freight  is  carried, 
the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  constantly  growing  less  all  the  time,  making 
the  aggregate  charge  loss  in  proportion  every  hundred  mijes  after  the 
first,  arising  out  of  the  character  and  nature  of  the  service  performed, 
and  the  cost  of  the  soiTice  ;  and  thus  staple  commodities  and  meruhan- 
dise  are  enabled  to  bear  the  charges  of  this  mode  of  transportation  from 
and  to  the  most  distant  portions  of  the  country. 

The  Act  to  Kogulate  Commerce  so  far  from  throwing  hampering  restrictions 
or  obstacles  in  the  way  of  the  operation  of  this  salutary  rule,  gives  It  all 
the  benefit  and  aid  of  its  sanction  and  safeguards  by  providing  that  the 
carrier  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the 
service  performed  upon  open  published  rates,  against  which  no  compotl- 
tor  can  take  advantage  by  allowing  shippers  secret  rebates  and  draw- 
backs in  order  to  get  the  business.  ^  * 

IV.  In  the  nature  of  things  joint  rates  on  long  hauls  usually  are,  and  as  a 
rule  should  be,  lower  in  proportion  to  distance  than  local  rates  on  short 
hauls  of  the  same  commodity. 

No  counsel  for  petitioners. 

W.  3f.  Baxter^  Esq,^  counsel  for  defendants. 

BEPOBT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  INTERSTATE  COMMEBCE  OOKMIBSION. 

Bragg,  Commissioner: 

The  complaint  in  this  proceeding  is  against  the  reason- 
ableness and  justice  of  the  lumber  rates  of  the  East  Texmes- 
Hoe,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Railway  Company  from  Dalton,  in 
the  State  of  Georgia,  to  Knoxville,  in  the  State  of  Tenneesee, 
and  from  Dalton  to  Johnson  City  and  Bristol,  which  last  two 
named  points  are  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and  from  Dalton 
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to  Eoanoke  and  Ljiicliburg,  wliich  last  two  named  points  ar^ 
ill  the  State  of  Virginia. 

The  comphiint  avers  that  petitioners  reside  at  Dalton  and 
are  largely  interested  in  the  lumber  and  building  business> 
and  have  been  for  the  past  twenty  years,  and  are  obliged  to 
use  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Geoi^a  railway  and 
the  Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  to  market  their  products. 
The  coiiiplaint  states  that  the  rates  now  chained  by  these 
raihoads  for  transporting  the  lumber  of  petitioners  from 
Dalton,  to  Knoxville,  Bristol,  Boanoke,  and  Lynchburg  aro 
as  follows : 

To  Knoxville,  7  cents  per  100  pounds. 
To  Bristol,  11  cents  per  100  pounds. 
To  Eoanoke,  22  cents  per  100  pounds. 
To  Lynchburg,  22  cents  per  100  pounds. 

The  complaint  states,  in  effect,  that  prior  to  the  enaotmont 
of  the  Act  to  Eegulate  Commerce,  approved  February  4, 
1887,  these  rates  were  as  follows  from  Dalton : 

To  Knoxville,  6  cents  per  100  pounds. 
To  Johnson  City,  11^  cents  per  100  pounds. 
To  Bristol,  11  cents  per  100  pounds. 
To  Roanoke,  18  cents  per  100  pounds. 
To  Lynchburg,  18  cents  per  100  pounds. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  rates  now  charged  .them  on 
lumber,  as  above  set  forth,  are  unreasonable,  excessive  and 
unjust,  and  have  the  effect  of  driving  them  out  of  these  mar- 
kets and  greatly  injuring  their  business. 

The  answer  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia 
Hallway  Company  to  the  complaint  states  that  prior  to.'ilie 
passage  of  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce  its  rates  were  as 

follows:.  - 

From  Dalton,  Georgia,  to  Knoxville, Tehn.,  per  100  pounds, 
seven  (7)  cents  local,  six  (6)  special. 

From  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Bristol,  Tenn.,  per  100  pounds,  eley  n 
(11)  cents  local,  ten  (10)  cents  special. 
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From  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Boanoke,  Va.,  per  100  pounds,  twenty- 
two  (22)  cents. 

From  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Lynchburg,  Va.,  per  100  pounds, 
seventeen  (17)  cents. 

That  since  the  passage  of  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce 
its  rates  have  been  as  follows : 

From  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  per  100  pounds, 
seven  (7)  cents. 

From  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Bristol,  Tenn.,  per  100  pounds,  eleven 
(11)  cents. 

From  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Boanoke,  Va.,  per  100  pounds,  twenty- 
two  (22)  cents. 

From  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Lynchburg,  Va.,  per  100  pounds, 
twenty-two  (22)  cents. 

That  both  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Act  to  Begulate 
Commerce  and  since  its  enactment  the  rates  from  Dalton, 
G^.,  to  Boanoke  and  Lynchburg,  Va.,  have  been  joint  rates 
between  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Bailway 
Company  and  the  Norfolk  and  Western  Bailroad  Compan}* ; 
that  the  only  changes  the  respondent  has  made  in  its  rates 
since  the  enactment  of  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce  have 
been  that  it  has  abolished  the  special  rates  that  were  given 
from  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Knoxville  and  Bristol,  Tenn.,  and  that 
so  far  as  the  joint  rates  between  respondent  and  the  Norfolk 
and  Western  railroad  are  concerned  it  has  placed  Lynch- 
burg, Va.,  upon  the  same  basis  as  Boanoke,  Va.,  the  rate 
now  being  22  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  lumber  to  each 
of  these  points  from  Dalton,  Ga.;  that  as  the  former  joint 
rate  from  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Lynchburg,  Va.,  was  in  conflict 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce,  re- 
spondent, in  obedience  to  the  provisions  of  that  law,  together 
with  the  Norfolk  and  Western  railroad,  increased  the  rate 
from  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Lynchburg,  Va.,  so  that  it  should  not  bo 
less  than  the  rate  from  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Boanoke,  Va. ;  that 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce  the 
rate  to  Lynchburg,  Va.,  was  forced  upon  respondent  and  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  in  order  to  allow  its  patrons  to 
compete  in  the  Lynchburg  market  with  lumber  coming  from 
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other  sections  of  Virginia  and  North  Carolina ;  and  the  rate 
to  Lynchburg  from  Dalton  was  made  with  a  view  of  develop- 
ing the  lumber  product  along  the  line  of  respondent's  rail- 
road ;  that  the  Act  to  Begidate  Commerce  having  made  anj 
such  purpose  unlawful,  respondent,  in  obedience  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute,  withdrew  said  rate  of  seventeen  cents 
per  hundred  pounds  on  lumber  from  Dalton,  GtL,  to  Lynch- 
burg, Ya.;  that  its  own  rates  and  the  joint  rates  between  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  and  itself  are  re€tsonable  and 
just,  and  that  petitioners  have  no  just  ground  for  complaint; 
that  none  of  its  rates,  either  separate  or  joint,  are  larger  for 
the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  distance  over  the  same  line, 

the  shoi*ter  being  included  in  the  longer  distance ;  and  hav- 
ing made  these  statements,  the  respondent  denies  every  other 

material  allegation  in  petitioner's  complaint  which  has  not 
hereinbefore  been  admitted. 

The  answer  of  the  Norfolk  and  Western  Bailroad  Com- 
pany states  that  the  freight  rates  from  Dalton,  GtL,  to  points 
on  and  beyond  the  Norfolk  and  Western  raproad  are  by  the 
usage  between  connecting  railroads,  and  especially  by  agree- 
ment between  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Gteoi^a  rail- 
way and  the  Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  made,  are  quoted 
and  applied  by  and  under  the  authority  of  the  East  Tennes- 
see, Virginia  and  Georgia  Railway  Company  as  the  initial 
line  at  interest ;  that  a  due  regard  for  the  requirements  of 
and  a  compliance  with  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  neces- 
sitated a  revision  of  rates  from  that  group  of  stations  on  the 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  railway  in  the  vicinity 
of  Eome  and  Chattanooga,  of  which  Dalton,  Ghi.,  is  one,  im- 
mediately after  the  law  became  operative,  and  in  saicl  revis- 
ions advances  in  various  total  rates  to  Virginia  points  be- 
came necessary,  among  which  rates  those  on  lumber  were  in- 
cluded ;  that  the  complainant's  allegation  that  rates  on  lum- 
ber from  points  in  North  Carolina  to  Lynchburg  or  Boanoke 
are  lower  than  from  Dalton  is  in  some  cases  true,  but  in  such 
case  the  Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  is  the  acceptor  and 
not  the  maker  of  the  rates,  which  rates  are  in  no  case  greater 
for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  haul  over  the  same  line, 
in  the  same  direction,  because  the  business  does  not  ozigi- 
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natc  on  its  line,  and  it  is  a  fact  that  the  business  coming  from 
North  Carolina  points  moves  over  the  Norfolk  and  Western 
railroad  in  diiferent  directions  fi*om  tliat  coming  fi'om  Daltou 
and  under  dissimilar  conditions,  and  that  the  competition  of 
markets  to  which  your  complainant  objects  is  a  commercial 
condition  not  within  the  province  of  the  Norfolk  and  West- 
ern railroad  to  judge  of  or  to  remedy,  being  the  delivering 
lino  at  interest  in  the  transportation,  and  concerning  itself 
])rimarily  in  the  matter  of  the  rates  employed  by  either  of 
the  initial  linej*  at  interest  to  see  that,  as  the  traffic  is  inter- 
state business,  conformity  is  had  witli  the  law,  which  it  re- 
spectfully submits  and  hereby  certifies  to,  is  to  its  knowledge 
and  belief,  fully  done. 

Upon  due  notice  thereof  to  the  respective  parties  this  case 
was  set  down  to  be  heard  by  the  Commission  on  the  11th 
day  of  January,  1888,  at  its  office,  in  the  city  of  Washington. 
On  that  day  the  defendant  railroad  companies  appeared  bo- 
fore  the  Commission  by  their  counsel,  William  M.  Baxter, 
Esq.,  of  Knoxville,  and  Augustus  Pope,  Esq.,  general  freight 
agent  of  the  Norfolk  and  Western  Railroad  Company,  but 
the  petitioners  failed  to  appear,  either  by  themselves  or 
counsel,  while  still  insisting  on  their  complaint. 

The  controversy  being  one  relating  to  the  reasonableness 
and  justice  of  the  rates  charged  upon  a  standard  article  of 
freight  of  general  and  necessary  consumption  in  all  parts  of 
the  country  arising  upon  the  face  of  the  tariffs  of  the  defend- 
ant railroad  companies,  after  the  examination  of  these  it  oc- 
curred to  the  Commission  that,  with  the  aid  obtained  from  an 
informal  conference  with  the  counsel  and  general  freight 
jigent  then  present,  this  contention  might  at  that  time  be  dis- 
posed of  without  further  delay  and  expense  to  the  parties. 
Accordingly  this  informal  conference  was  then  had,  and  after 
hearing  and  considering  all  the  statements,  suggestions,  and 
arguments  of  counsel  and  the  general  freight  agent,  the  Com- 
mission suggested  to  them  that  in  its  opinion  the  rate  upon 
lumber  to  Eoanoke,  Va.,  from  Dalton,  Ga.,  over  the  line  of 
the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  railway  and  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  ought  not  to  exceed  eighteen 
cents  per  hundred  pounds. 
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The  Commission  was  then  requested  by  the  said  counsel 
.'ind  general  freight  agent  to  suspend  any  further  action  and 
announcement  in  this  matter  for  a  period  of  two  weeks,  until 
T.  S.  Davant,  general  freight  agent  of  the  Jbiast  Tennessee, 
Virginia  and  Georgia  Railway  Company,  at  Blnoxville,  Tenn., 
could  prepare  and  furnish  to  the  Commission  a  statement  of 
facts  and  figures  in  opposition  to  the  complaint;  A  month 
liaving  elapsed  without  hearing  from  Mr.  Davant,  the  Com- 
mission deems  it  proper  to  now  dispose  of  this  case  without 
further  delay. 

The  Commission  finds  the  material  facts  involved  in  this 
controversy,  from  the  petition  and  answers  and  the  tariffs 
und  joint  contracts  of  said  railroad  companies  on  file  with 
us,  to  be  in  substance  as  follows  : 

The  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Bailway  Com- 
pany embraces  in  its  system  several  valuable  and  important 
railroad  lines  in  the  States  of  Tennessee,  G-eorgia,  and  Ala- 
bama, with  its  chief  terminal  points  at  Bristol,  Tenn.,  Mem- 
phis, Tenn.,  Meridian,  Miss.,  and  Brunswick,  Ga.  Dalton, 
Ga.;  Knoxville,  Johnson  City,  and  Bristol,  each  in  Tennes- 
see, are  situated  upon  its  line.  Boanoke  and  Lynchburg, 
(?ach  in  Virginia,  are  situated  on  the  line  of  the  Norfolk  and 
Western  railroad. 

The  present  local  tariff  rates  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Vir- 
ginia and  Georgia  Railway  Company  in  force  on  lumber 
from  Dalton  to  Knoxville,  a  distance  of  110  miles,  are  7  cents 
per  hundred  pounds  ;  from  Dalton  to  Johnson  City,  216 
miles,  are  10|  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  from  Dalton  to 
Bristol,  241  miles,  are  11  cents  per  hundred  pounds.  From 
Dalton  to  Roanoke,  a  distance  of  391^  miles,  the  joint  rates 
of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Geor"gia  railway  and  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  are  22  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  from  Dalton  to  Lynchburg,  445  miles,  the  joint 
rates  are  23  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce 
the  rates  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Bail^ 
way  Company  on  lumber  from  Dalton  to  Knoxville  were  7 
conts  local  and  6  cents  per  hundred  pounds  special,  and  from 
Diilton  to  Bristol  per  hundred  pounds  were  10  cents  special 
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and  11;  cents  local.  Tlie  joint  rates  of  the  East  Tennessee, 
Virginia  and  Georgia  Railway  Company  and  the  Norfolk  and 
Western  Kailroad  Compaiiy  on  lumber  from  Dalton  to  Roan- 
oke were  22  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  from  Dalton  to 
Lynchburg  were  17  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 

The  changes  made  in  the  lumber  rates  of  these  two  rail- 
roads since  the  enactment  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce 
consist  in  abolishing  the  above  special  rates  and  in  increas- 
ing the  rate  from  Dalton  to  Lynchburg  from  17  cents  to  22 
cents  per  hundred  pounds,  in  order  that  it  might  not  be  less 
for  the  greater  distance,  and  thus  violate  the  statute.  The 
previous  rate  of  17  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  lumber 
from  Dalton  to  Lynchburg  had  been  given  with  a  view  of  de- 
veloping the  lumber  products  along  the  line  of  the  East 
Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  railway,  and  was  also  forced 
by  the  competition  of  lumber  coming  by  other  lines  of  rail- 
road into  the  Lynchburg  market  from  North  Carolina  and 
Virginia.  Lyncrhburg  and  (^ven  Roanoke  are  nearer  to  the 
lumber-producing  region  of  North  Carolina  than  is  Dalton. 

The  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  railway  and  the 
Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  are  operated  under  joint  con- 
tracts, dated  September  27,  1881,  and  March  16,  1885,  which 
are  on  file  with  us  pursuant  to  law,  and  which  provide  for" 
close  running  arrangements  and  joint  rates  ovc»r  these  lines. 
Under  these  the  Norfolk  and  Western  railroad  does  not  make 
the  rates  on  lumber  from  Dalton  to  Roanoke  and  Lynchburg, 
but  these  rates  are  made  by  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and 
Georgia  Railway  Company,  and  the  Norfolk  and  Western 
Railroad  Company  only  accepts  its  share  of  the  joint  rate. 

A  careful  examination  and  consideration  of  all  the  matters 
involved  in  this  complaint  have  brought  us  to  the  conclusions 
Jiereinafter  stated. 

The  rates  now  in  force  on  lumber  from  Dalton  to  Knox- 
ville,  Johnson  City,  and  Bristol  by  the  East  Tennessee,  Vir- 
ginia and  Georgia  Railroad  Company  are  each  rates  not 
shown  to  be  unreasonable.  The  joint  rate  on  lumber  from 
Dalton  to  Roanoke  and  Lynchburg  is  considerably  out  of 
line  witli  the  local  rates  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and 
Georgia  Railway  Company  from  Dalton  to  Knoxville,  John- 


*    "• 
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«»on  City  and  Bristol,  in  proportion,  tonsideriiig'the  lengtE  ol 
the  haul  and  the  services  rendered,  ,        - 

■  ■ 

In  a  brief  enumeration  it  stands,  thus  : 

Dalton  to  Knoxville,  110  miles,  local  rate,  7  oetits'per  100  pounds. 
Dalton  to  Johnson  City,  216  miles,  local  rate,  10|  cents  per  iOO  pounds. 
Dalton  to  Bristol,  241    miles,  local  rate,  11    cents  per  100  pounds.  • 

Dalton  to  Roanoke,  391^  miles,  joint  rate,  22  cents  per  100  pounds. 
Dalton  to  Lynchburg,     445    miles,  joint  rate,  22   cents  per  100  pounds. 

It  is  a  very  familiar  rule  in  the  transportation  of  freight  by 
railroads  and  has  become  axiomatic,  that  while  the  a^regate 
charge  is  continually  increasing  the  further  the  freight  is 
carried,  yet  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  constantly  growing  • 
less  all  the  time,  unless  there  be  exceptional  conditions  mod- 
ifying this  rule.  In  consequence  of  the  existence  of  this 
rule  the  increase  of  the  aggregate  charge  continues  ^o  be  la^ 
in  proportion  every  hundred  miles  after  the  firsts  a^sing  ott|i 
of  tliii  character  and  nature  of  the  service  performed  and  the 
cost  of  service  ;  and  thus  it  is  that  staple  commodities  £S3C 
merchandise  are  enabled  to  bear  the  charges  of  transporta- 
tion from  and  to  the  most  distant  portions  of  our  country. 
Examples  shoAving  the  universality  of  ^j^s  rule  may  be  seen 
in  the  tariffs  of  railroad  comi)anies  geiMrally  in  the  United 
States,  Avhore  their  length  is  sufficient  to  admit  of  its  applica- 
tion. In  the  rates  charged  between  Dalton,  Knoxville,  John- 
son City  and  Bristol,  this  rule  is  observed,  but  between  Bris- 
tol and  Roanoke  and  Lynch  burgh,  in  tms  continuous  haul 
from  Dalton,  it  is  not.  The  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce^  so 
far  from  throwing  hampering  restrictions  or  obstacles  in  the 
way  of  tho  operation  of  this  salutary  rule,  gives  it  all  the 
benefit  and  aid  of  its  sanction  and  safeguards  by  providing;^ 
that  the  carricn*  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  roasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  services  performed,  upon  open  published 
rates,  against  which  no  competitor  can  take  advantage  by  al- 
io win;^^  slii])pers  secret  rebates  and  drawbacks  in  order  to  get 
the  'nisiness. 

The  lates,  too,  between  Bristol  and  Boanoke  and  Lynch- 
burg two,  joint  rates,  whicli,  in  the  nature  of  things,  are 
usually,  and  as  a  rule  should  be,  lower  in  proportion  than 
local  rates  on  short  hauls  ;  but,  in  this  instance,  instead  of 
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tliis  being  the  case  tbcy  are  really  greatly  higher  in  propor- 
tion than  the  rates  beiwoeu  Diilton  and  Bristol.  There  is  no 
unloading  of  cars  at  Bristol  and  no  re-handling  of  the  freight 
there.  The  car  loaded  with  lumber  at  JL>alton,  bound  for 
Roanoke,  passes  Bristol  without  stoppage  or  change.  Up  to 
Bristol,  a  distance  of  241  miles  from  Dalton,  the  charge  upon 
its  freight  has  been  11  cents  per  100  pounds ;  from  Bristol  to 
Roanoke,  a  distance  of  150^  miles,  the  charge  upon  this 
freight  is  11  cents  additional  per  100  pounds  ;  and  to  Lynch- 
burg, a  distance  of  204  miles  from  Bristol,  the  charge  upon 
this  freight  is  the  same  as  to  Roanoke,  thus  completely  re- 
versing the  rule  which  has  been  established  as  axiomatic  by 
the  experience  of  railroad  transportation  all  the  world  over 
in  the  case  of  Roanoke  and  Lynchburg,  but  most  glaringly 
in  the  instance  of  Roanoke.  'While  the  rate  is  joint,  it  is  in 
substantiid  effect  much  the  same  as  charging  combined  local 
rates.  Wc;  inquired  carefully  of  the  general  freight  agent  of 
the  Norfolk  and  Western  Railroad  Company  what  reason,  if 
any,  there  could  be  for  this  anomalous  rate,  and  could  learn 
of  none  that  could  sustain  or  justify  it.  A  joint  rate  of  22 
cents  per  100  pounds  upon  lumber  in  car-load  lots  from  Dal- 
ton, Gia.,  to  Roanoke  and  Lynchburg,  Va.,  is,  of  course,  un- 
der the  surroundings  of  this  traffic,  prohibitoiy  in  its  nature. 

It  may  be  or  it  may  not  be  that  after  petitioners  are  al- 
lowed reasonable  rates  on  their  lumber  to  Roanoke  and 
Lynchburg,  still  lumber  producers  in  North  Carolina  will 
have  some  advantages  over  them,  arising  from  being  nearer 
to  Lynchburg  and  Roanoke.  With  all  thitt,  and  however  it 
may  be,  we  have  nothing  to  do.  The  petitioners  are  entitled 
to  reasonable  rates,  nothing  more  and  nothing  less. 

The  conclusion  that  we  have  reached  upon  the  evidence  in 
this  case  is  that  the  joint  rates  of  23  cents  charged  by  the 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Railway  Company  and 
the  Norfolk  and  Western  Railroad  Company  upon  car-load 
lots  of  lumber  from  Dalton,  Ga.,  to  Roanoke  and  Lynchburg, 
Va.,  are  each  unreasonable,  and  that  17  cents  per  100  pounds 
on  car-load  lots  of  such  lumber  from  Dalton  to  Roanoke  and 
18  cents  per  100  pounds  on  ear-load  lots  of  such  lumber 
from  Dalton  to  Lynchburg  would  be  reasonable. 
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The  order  of  the  Commission,  therefore,  is  that  within  five 
clays  lifter  the  receij)t  of  this  order  the  defendant  companies 
must  cease  to  charge  22  cents  per  100  pounds  on  car-load 
h)ts  ol  luiiiber  from  Dalton  to  Koanoke,  and  iu  lieu  thereof 
must  charge  not  exceeding  17  cents  per  100  pounds  on  such 
car-load  lots  of  lumber  ;  and  that  within  five  days  after  the 
receipt  of  this  order  the  defendant  companies  must  cease  to 
charyc  22  cents  per  100  pounds  on  cur-load  lots  of  lumber 
from  Diilton  to  Lynchburg,  and  in  lieu  thereof  must  chaise 
not  cxcrceding  18  cents  per  100  pounds  on  such  car-load  lots 
of  lumber. 

After  the  decision  of  the  case  as  above  the  petitioners 
raised  the  question  whether  they  were  not  entitled  to  have  all 
pay  lueiits  made  by  thorn  in  excess  of  the  rate  as  now  fixed 
refundinl.  The  application  for  that  purpose  was  not  granted  ; 
th<^  Commissioner  holding  that  its  order  changing  a  rate  was 
not  retroactive,  but  would  reduce  the  rate  from  the  time  of 
promulgation  only. 
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BIDDLE,  DEAN  AND  COMPANY,  Petition's,  v,  THE 
PITTSBURGH  AND  LAKE  EBIE  RAILBOAD  COM- 
PANY, Defendant. 

Application  Filed  February  Ist,  1888.     Decided  February  15th,  1888. 

I.  Rule  stated  in  reference  to  applications  for  re-hearings. 

The  Commission  will  promptly  and  carefully  examine  an  application  for  a 
re-hoaring  with  a  view  to  the  immediate  correction  of  any  error  of  law 
or  fact  found  to  exist,  but  will  not  direct  a  re-hearing  Involviiig  the  ex- 
pense to  parties  of  appearing  before  the  Commission  for  a  re-argument, 
unless  satisfied  that  such  re-argument  might  have  the  effect  of  changing 
the  result  of  what  the  Commission  has  already  done. 

The  Statute  is  construed  as  dealing  with  the  substance  of  things,  and  as 
contemplating,  as  far  as  this  is  possible,  methods  of  procedure  that  are 
speedy  and  which  come  at  once  to  the  very  right  of  questions  arising  in 
the  transportation  of  persons  and  freight. 

II.  Where  the  relation  of  any  carrier  to  the  matter  complained  of  is  such 
that  it  is  in  whole,  or  in  part,  materially  responsible  for  the  alleged 
grievance,  and  has  direct  interest  in  any  investigation  of  the  subject- 
matter  involved,  and  the  merits  of  the  controversy  cannot  be  investi- 
gated and  determined  in  the  absence  of  such  carrier  as  a  party,  then 
that  carrier  should  be  made  a  party  to  the  proceeding,  and  if  not  a 
party,  no  relief  can  be  had  against  it. 

III.  The  report  and  findings  of  the  Commission  upon  the  evidence  relates 
only  to  the  ascertainment  and  presentaticm  of  all  the  material  facts 
necessary  to  fairly  and  justly  present  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  and 
the  Commission  does  not  report  evidence  which  is  only  cumulative,  or 
which  is  immaterial,  or  irrelevant,  or  mere  details  of  evidence  already 
embra<*iMi  in  substantial  facts  stated,  upon  which  the  findings  and  con- 
clusions of  the  Commission  are  made. 

J,  L.  lUaclc,  (lounsol  for  motion. 

report  and  opinion  of  the  interstate  commerce  commission 
on  application  of  petitioners  for  a  re-hearing. 

The  Commission: 

Wo  liavo  carefully  considered  the  application  made  in  the 
brief  of  petitioners'  counsel  for  a  re-hearinjjj  in  this  proceed- 
ing, and  are  constrained  to  deny  it  on  the  ground  that  no 
argument  of  counsel  upon  the  evidence  could  change  the 
result  announced  in  our  previous  report  and  opinion  by 
which  the  petition  was  dismissed.  Wo  fe(il  it  to  be  due  to 
candor  as  well  as  justice  to  say  that  a  re-argument  by  the 


RIDDLE,  DEAN  A  CO.  V.  nrrSBURGH  &  LAKE  ERIE  R.  R.  CO.   49^ 

counsel  of  the  parties  upou  a  re-hearing  wouhl  be  a  mere 
waste  of  time  in  addition  to  the  unnecessary  expense  it 
would  cause  the  parties  and  the  useless  labor  it  would  entail 
upon  their  counsel.  If,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  wo  could 
s(5e  it  was  possible  that  any  argument  of  counsel  could  change 
the  result  we  would  unhesitatingly  grant  the  application  for 
a  re-hearing. 

The  main,  controlling,  and  gimeral  gi'ounds  upon  which  we 
decided  to  dismiss  the  petition,  as  set  forth  in  our  report  and 
opinion,  are  not  controverted  or  questioned  in  the  applica- 
tion for  a  re-hearing,  nor,  indeed,  do  we  see  how  they  could 
bo,  but  several  particulars  are  mentioned  in  which  it  is 
claimed  we  were  mistaken  in  our  findings  upon  the  evidence. 
Two  of  these  we  notice  briefly,  the  others  having  been  dis- 
posed of  in  our  previous  report  and  opinion  in  accordance 
with  the  weij^ht  of  the  evidence. 

No  coke,  it  is  claimed,  was  sljip])ed  in  vessels  from  Cleve- 
land or  Aslitabula,  and  this,  we  think,  is  true  upon  a  re-ex- 
aniination  of  tlie  evidence.  We  were  led  to  a  contrary  con- 
clusion in  our  report  and  opinion  by  the  following  language 
of  John  Newill,  president  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Eric 
Iiailrojid  Company,  on  page  10  of  his  oral  examination,  be- 
fore, us  :  "  Tliero  has  been  a  large  demand  for  coke  for  the 
Lake  Su})(^rior  region.'*  Taking  this  language  in  connection 
with  all  <*lse  tliat  was  said  on  this  subject  by  the  same  wit- 
n(^ss  and  tlie  otlier  (n'idence  in  tlie  proceedings  we  are  satis- 
fied ill  using  it  lu^  really  meant  by  it  tliat  there  was  a  larger 
diMuand  for  coke  for  smelting  ore,  which  was  the  product  of 
th(*  Ijiiko.  Superior  miners ;  but  that  is  wholly  immaterial. 
Tlu^  iin])()rtant  fact  was  the  unusual  demand  for  coke  and  its 
shipnnMit  over  tlie  line  of  the  railroad,  and  this  remained  the 
same  whotlu^r  it  was  taken  bv  vessels  at  Cleveland  and  Ash- 
tabula  to  the  Lake  Su])erior  mines  or  not.  The  evidence 
shows  that  this  coke  was  required  in  greater  quantities  than 
rvcr  before  for  smelting  ore  produced  in  the  Lake  Superior 
mines,  and  that  for  this  purpose  it  went  not  only  to  the  mills 
and  furnaces  south,  but  also  west  of  Cleveland,  as  well  as  at 
Ckivcland  its(^lf,  while  the  shipments  of  coal  during  the  same 
period  were  quite  as  large,  if  not  larger,  than  those  of  coke, 
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and  coal  was  shipped  in  immense  quantities  from  Cleveland 
and  Ashtabula  in  vessels. 

In  the  second  place,  it  is  claimed  in  tlie  application  for  re- 
hearing that  other  shippers  of  coal  besides  petitioners  were 
demanding  cars  for  coal  to  Buffak^  during  the  period  of 
which  they  complain.  All  the  evidence,  when  considered 
together,  upon  this  point,  evidently  refers  to  the  cars  of  the 
Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company,  and 
it  shows  that  a  few  s?uch  were  furnished  at  intervals,  of  which 
petitioners  admit  in  tlieir  pt^tition  they  received  "  forty  cars," 
and  this  is  more  than  the  evidence  shows  that  any  other 
shipper  receivcul  of  these,  coal  cars  to  Buflfalo  during  that 
period.  80  that,  upon  the  evidence,  there  was  no  unjust  dis- 
crimination against  petitioners  in  this  respect  even  by  the 
Lak(3  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company ;  but, 
as  we  have  alread}^  stated,  that  company  is  not  a  party  to 
this  proceeding.  The  complaint  is  against  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
that  its  cars  were  going  to  Buffalo  or  were  expected  by  ship- 
pers to  go  to  Buffalo  with  coal  during  the  period  complained 
of.  The  evidence  shows  also  that  the  owners  of  these  mines 
were  quite  wilh'ng  for  their  coal  to  go  to  Cleveland  instead  of 
Buffalo,  and  that  they  were  satisfied  when  they  could  get 
their  piopuitiou  of  cars  to  Cleveland,  and  were  not  dispos<^d 
to  mak(i  any  issue  about  not  receiving  cars  to  Buffalo.  This 
is,  therefore,  wholly  immaterial  to  the  residt  we  have  reached 
in  dismissing  the  petition,  except  so  far  as*  it  tends  to  further 
show  that  petitioners  are  entitled  to  no  relief  upon  the  evi- 
dence before  us. 

A  pt^culiarity  of  this  case  has  been  that  while  the  com- 
plaint is  machi  against  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Rail- 
road Coinpauy  the  evidence  in  support  of  it  is  mainly  di- 
rected at  tlie  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Railway'- 
Company  in  the  use  of  its  cars  over  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Lake  Erie  Railroad.  Regarding  this  it  is  unnecessary 
to  ropoat  here  what  we  liave  already  said  elsewhere;  but  it 
may  not  be  iniprope'r  for  us  to  state  that  where  a  complaint 
is  expected  to  be  prosecuted  against  any  carrier  that  carrier 
should  be  made  a  party  to  the  complaint  and  thus  have  an 
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o])portnnity  to  bo  heard  in  its  defense.  It  is,  liowov(^.r,  suffi- 
ricMit  for  us  to  say,  that  the  evidence  makes  no  case  for  relief 
a«;ainst  th(^  Pittshur«^di  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company. 

As  this  istlu*  first  application  we  have  had  for  a  re-hearinj^, 
it  may  also  not  he  improper  for  us  to  state  in  this  connection 
as  (  v<;ry  one  of  our  reports  and  opinions  will  shoAV  upon  its 
fa((%  that  in  tivery  case  before  us  our  findings  u])on  the  evi- 
di'iice  n  late  only  to  tlie  ascertainment  of  all  the  material 
farts  ncK'cssary  to  fairly  and  justly  ])resent  the  merits  of  the 
controversy,  and  that  to  such  facts  as  arise  from  immaterial 
or  irnh^vaTit  evidence  we  give  them  no  j)hice  in  our  reports 
and  opinions.  To  do  otherwise  wouhl  be  to  make  a  book  out 
of  a  case  like  th(^  present,  which  contains  more  than  three 
hundnMl  pages  of  printed  evidence  and  equally  as  much  of 
written  manuscrii)t,  and  wcmld  accomplish  no  useful  or  just 
])Ui*pose  wliatever. 

\Vht»re  the  d(3linquency  itharged  is  in  the  naturo  of  a  fraud, 
as  in  fcli(;  prc^sent  case,  under  the  rules  of  law  a  wide  range  is 
aUowed  in  the  evi(U?nce  that  the  complainants  may,  if  they 
can,  show  th(^  existences  of  the  fraud,  barricaded  as  it  may  be 
by  <l(;vii'(^s,  inventions,  subterfuges,  or  pn^tenses,  and  it  is 
indisp(  usable  to  truth  and  justice  that  such  latitude  should 
bo  allowiMl.  The  i)arty  accused  must  in  fairness  and  justice 
bo  allowed  a  correspondingly  wide  latitude  in  the  evidence 
to  show  inno('(Mic(»  of  the  fraud  im])utedto  him.  A  great  mass 
of  ovidcMire  is  tlu^  result.  Some  of  it  is  merely  circumstantial  ; 
sonui  of  it  is  unavoidably  cumulative  ;  other  portions  of  it 
would  b(»  wholly  irroh'vant  if  not  inseparably  connected  with 
some  fact  that  is  n^lovant;  much  of  it  is  immaterial ;  large 
j>()rtions  of  it  are  explanatory,  and  thus  it  is  presented  in  oral 
oxaminatior.s,  de])ositions,  and  documentary  evidence. 

Under  such  circumstances,  when  we  have  patiently  and 
laboriously  sifted  out  all  the  material  facts  necessary  to  fairly 
and  justly  pres(»nt  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  with  our 
conclusions  thereon,  w^e  have  done  all  that  the  statute  author- 
izes or  requir(ss  us  to  do.  The  statute  deals  with  the  sub- 
stance of  things,  and  contemplates,  as  far  as  this  is  possible, 
nuithods  of  procedure  that  are  speedy  and  which  come  nt 
once  to  the  very  right  of  questions  arising  in  the  transpor'.a- 
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tion  of  persons  and  freight ;  aud  wliile  in  its  administration 
we  will  always  cheerfully  and  carefully  examine  and  consider 
all  applications  for  re-hearings  by  a  party  to  any  proceeding 
decided  by  us  who  will  point  out  any  errors  he  may  think  we 
may  have  committed,  either  of  law  or  fact,  with  a  view  to 
their  prompt  correction,  if  found  to  exist,  yet  we  will  not  in 
any  proceeding  direct  a  re-hearing  involving  the  expense  to 
parties  of  appearing  before  us  for  a  re-argument  of  the  case 
and  the  further  consumption  of  time  on  our  part,  which  be- 
longs to  the  public,  unless  satisfied  that  such  re-argument 
might  have  the  effect  of  changing  the  result  of  what  we  have 
already  done. 

The  application  of  petitioners  for  a  re-hearing  is  denied. 


'.XR  >  Xj.  J.  A.  PETREE  &  E.  TENN.,  ETC.,  R.  R.  COS.    495 


JOHN  D.  HECK  .>>DL.  J.  A.  PETKEE  v.  THE  EAST 
TENNESSEE,  VIRGINIA  AND  GEORGIA  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY,  THE  KNOXVILLE  AND  OHIO 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  RICHMOND  AND 
DANVILLE  RAILROAD  i^OMPANY,  THE  RICH- 
MOM)  AND  WEST  POINT  TERMINAL  AND 
AVAREHOUSE  COMPANY,  IHE  COAL  CREEK 
AND  NEW  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Heard  Docombor  1),  1887.    Decided  Fobruery  15,  1888. 

A  railroad  coiiipariy,  chartonMl  by  the  fttat^j  of  Tennessee,  owns  a  short  road 
wholly  ill  that  Stat<N  but  has  never  owned  any  rolling  stock  nor  operatetl 
\\H  road.  Th(^  road  was  used  and  operated  as  a  means  of  conthictlng  in- 
tiTstate  trallie  in  coal  by  comj)anies  owning  connecting  interstate  roads. 
Hold,  thai  the  short  road  thus  used  is  one  of  the  facilities  and  Instru- 
iiKMitalitu^s  of  int(M*state  comniorce,  and  the  carriers  using  it  are  subjoi't 
to  iho  provi'^ioiis  of  thn  Act  to  Regulate  (\)ninierce. 

In  icspoct.  to  such  tra flic  the  duties  of  such  carriers  to  the  public  are  the 
same  without  respe<^t  to  ownership,  corporat<e  control,  the  authority  or 
irx'Miis  of  its  const ru(!tion. 

As  OIK'  of  the  "  iristriiineiitalities  of  shipnK^nt  or  carriage,"  it  must  bo  acces- 
sihl<'  to  all  interstate  shippers  on  eipial  and  reasonable  t(M'ms.  The 
public  cannot  l)e  dei)rivcd  of  this  right-  b\'  the  separate  or  joint  action  of 
tlu'  carriiTs,  aiui  they  cannot  be  perrnitUnl  to  use  it  for  purposes  of  dls- 
ciirnination  bctwe<Hi  nnne  owners  on  its  line. 

The  chiini  for  fxH-uniary  damages  presents  a  case  at  common  law,  In  which 
(Icfrndant.s  are  entitled  to  a  jurj-  trial. 

^MrssT's.  ]V<M  (f?  Mcduiiff  and  S,  F.  Phillips  for  petitioners. 
ir.  JA.  IltJ'ter  and  /f.  J/.  Johnnon.  for  defendants,  the  East 
TcKiK  ss(  (%  Vir<^ini'i  and  Geor^^ia  Railway  Company,  and  the 
Kiioxvillc  and  Oliio  Railroad  Company. 

./.  7'.  W'orlhhujton  for  defendants,  the  Richmond  and  Dan- 
ville Railroad  Company,  and  the  Richmond  and  West  Point 
Term  ilia  1  AVarelumse  Company. 

E.  I*.  (luipnidR  for  defendants,  the  Coal  Creek  and  New 
River  Railroad  Company. 

IlKrORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

^loliKlsoN,  Comnuasloner  : 

Tiie  complaint  against  the  defendants  is,  that  on  April  15, 
1887,  and  continually  since  then,  they  refused  to  transport 
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coal  wljicli  Tip  to  that  tiuie  tbey  had  transported  for  the  com- 
pliiinants  from  their  mines  in  the  Coal  Creek  coal  field,  iu  the 
State  of  Tennessee,  to  their  customers  in  North  Carolina  and 
other  States ;  tliat  while  so  refusing  to  cany  complainants' 
coal  the  (h^fendants  carried  and  continued  to  carry  coal  from 
said  coal  fiold  since  April  15,  1887,  as  they  did  before,  for 
other  miners  and  shi[)pers ;  that  in  respect  of  the  traffic  in 
coal  thn  defendants  unjustly  discriminate  againf-t  the  com- 
plainants and  refuse  to  aifonl  them  the  reasonable  and  equal 
advantages  for  forwarding  coal  afforded  to  others.  Com- 
plainants ask  that  their  rights  as  shippers  of  coal  may  be 
secured  to  them  by  order  of  this  Commission,  and  that  large 
pecuniary  damages  may  be  awarded  to  them  wliich  they 
claim  for  their  alleged  losses  by  non-shipment  of  their  coal. 

The  Coal  Creek  and  New  Ilivor  Ilailroad  Company,  an- 
swp.ring  S(3parately,  denies  that  it  discriminates  unjustly  or 
at  all  against  tlie  complainants  ;  denies  that  it  refused  to  af- 
ford them  any  facilities  afforded  to  other  shippers  of  coal  on 
the  line  of  defendant's  road  ;  and  denies  that  it  refused  the 
use  of  its  track  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  stoppage  of  the  Tun- 
ing tlurnion  of  engines  and  cars  of  other  companies  except  by 
general  refusal  which  applicid  to  any  inu\  all  use  of  its  road 
or  track.  It  alleges  that  any  use  of  said  track  subsetpient  to 
such  general  refusal  has  benn  under  an  arrangement  open 
alike  to  all  shippers,  and  that  no  application  has  been  made 
by  (complainants  for  any  arrangement. 

The  East  Tennessee^,  Virginia  and  (xt^orgia  Railway  Com- 
pany and  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio  llailroad  Company,  two 
of  tlie  defendant  companies,  jointly  answering,  deny  the  ex- 
istence of  any  facts  which  gives  the  right  to  or  makes  it  the 
duty  of  said  last-named  company  to  o])erate  the  road  of  said 
Coal  Creek  and  New  River  Company  as  against  its  consent 
and  express  orders  ;  deny  that  they  or  either  of  them  have 
<*ver  managed  or  controlled  said  Coal  Creek  and  New  River 
road  or  run  cars  or  engines  over  it  at  any  time,  except  by  its 
acquiescence  and  authority.  They  aver  that  subject  to  such 
a<!quiesccnce  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company 
heretofore  ran  its  engines  and  cars,  and  engines  and  cars  un- 
der its  control,  over  the  line  of  said  Coal  Creek  and  New 


J.  D.  HECK  &,  L.  J.  A.  PETUEK  &  E.  TENN.,  ETC.,  1\  1'..  COS.    497 

Ilivor  rojid  to  .•u^ooramodjite  eojil  miners  on  the  lino  thereof, 
for  ^vhil•ll  sc^rvico  a  switching  cljargo  was  "made  ;  that  sueh 
service,  was  iliscontiniKHl  on  all  of  its  road  by  order  of  naid 
Coal  (>rci'k  and  Nc5W  lliver  Company,  and  with  its  authority 
and  ar(jiii('S(;ence  r(\st()red  on  so  much  of  its  road  as  extends 
t(j  thr  mine  of  the  Exetdsior  Coal  Company,  and  within  ono- 
fourtli  mile  of  complainants*  mine.  And  except  as  above 
stat<Ml  thesti  dofcndants  demy  every  other  allegation  of  com- 
plainants and  deny  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  to  enter- 
tain the  complaint. 

The  other  defendants,  the  Richmond  and  Danville  Rail- 
road Company  and  the  Richmond  and  West  Point  Terminal 
and  AVarehouso  Company,  each  for  itself,  makers  general 
•hnial  of  all  tliat  is  alleged  against  them  or  either  of  them 
in  the  complaint  which  on  the  hearing  is,  by  consent  of  par- 
ties, (lisnrU'Sed  as  to  the  two  defendants  last  named. 

I'roni  th<;  testimony  of  ^^'itness  and  the  unccmtroverted 
statements  niadt^  in  the  complaint  and  answers  thereto,  the 
facts  are  found  to  1)0  as  follows  : 

The  complainants,  under  the  firm  name  of  Ileck  &  Potree, 
Avere,  from  January  1,  1H86,  to  April  15,  1887,  engaged  in 
niininp^  and  selling  coal  in  the  Coal  Creek  coal  field  in  An- 
derson and  C\nn])l)ell  counties,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
and  in  ship])ing  coal  from  said  coal  field  over  the  roads  of 
def(Midants  to  markc^ts  and  customers  in  North  Carolina  and 
othtr  Stai(»s.  On  and  after  April  15, 1887,  said  railroad  com- 
])anies  refused  to  take  or  ship  over  their  roads  any  coal  of 
said  iirni. 

Th(»  niin(^  of  said  firm  is  one  of  several  mines  located  on 
th(^  lin(^  of  th(^  Coal  (^reek  and  New  River  Railroad  Com- 
])any's  road,  and  coal  shipped  from  the  mine  of  said  firm  to 
markc^t  must  be  carried  over  said  last-named  road  to  tho 
Knoxville  and  Ohio  road,  over  it  to  its  junction  at  Knoxvillo 
with  th(^  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  road,  over 
said  last-named  road  and  its  connections  to  the  place  of  dee- 
tination.  The  only  outlet  or  means  of  reaching  markets  for 
coal  miiKul  in  said  Coal  Creek  coal  field  is  over  the  line  of 
the  Knoxville  and  Ohio  railroad. 

riie  Coal  Creek  and  New  River  Railroad  Company  is  a 
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corporation  chartered  by  tlie  State  of  Tennessee.  It  owns  a 
road  or  track  three  miles  long;  but  never  owned  cars  or  other 
rolling  stock,  nor  operated  its  road.  The  rolling  stock  used 
on  its  road  was  and  is  owned  by  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio 
Railroad  Company,  which  has  done  all  the  carrying  done 
on  said  Coal  Creek  and  New  River  road  from  the  time  it  was 
built  in  .1880-81  up  to  April  15,  1887,  when  carrying  on  it 
was  refused  for  complainants,  but  continued  for  other  shippers. 

A  formal  order  was  issued  by  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio 
River  Railroad  Company  discontinuing  and  forbidding  fur- 
ther operations  on  the  Coal  Creek  and  New  River  railroad 
on  and  after  April  15,  1887 ;  operations  by  said  Knoxville 
and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  were  soon  thereafter  renewed 
on  that  part  of  said  road  extending  to  the  Excelsior  coal 
mine  and  within  one-fourth  of  a  mile  of  complainants'  mine, 
and  occasional  transfers  were  made  over  the  entire  road ; 
but  all  transportation  was  refused  to  complainants,  who  had 
orders  for  large  quantities  of  coal,  which  they  offered  for 
shipment  over  defendants'  roads. 

The  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Railway  Com- 
pany and  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  are 
separate  corporations,  but  their  roads  are  part  of  the  same 
system  and  are  under  substantially  the  same  management. 
Tfhe  former  owns  more  than  half  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
latter,  and  the  latter  owns  nearly  one-half  the  capital  stock, 
and  (together  with  parties  interested  in  its  own  road)  owns  a 
controlling  interest  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  Coal  Creek  and 
New  River  Railroad  Company.  The  three  companies  wero 
and  are  in  accord  and  have  acted  in  concert  in  the  refusal  to 
carry  complainants'  coal  on  the  15tli  day  of  April,  1887,  and 
from  then  until  now. 

The  Knoxville  and  Ohio  road  extends  from  its  junction 
with  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  road  at  Knox- 
ville northwardly  to  the  Kentucky  State  line,  and  reaches 
said  coal  field  at  Coal  Creek  station  from  which  a  "T"-shaped 
switch  extends  into  said  coal  field  and  connects  with  saitl 
Coal  Creek  and  New  River  road. 

Said  coal  field  is  about  eight  miles  in  extent  along  the  face 
of  Cumberland  mountain  fronting  to  the  southeast.    A  large 
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.a  1^1  ('on.si(l(M*able  tract  in  the  nortlioast  part  of  said  coal 
field  is  and  was  before  Haid  Coal  Creek  and  New  Kiver  rail- 
roiid  was  built,  owned  by  John  M.  Heck,  lessor  of  com- 
plainants, while  another  large  tract  fui*thor  to  the  north- 
(Nist  was  owned  by  said  John  M.  Heck  and  the  Knoxvillo 
and  Ohio  liaihoad  Company  jointly.  The  southwest  part  of 
s.iid  coal  Held  is  owned  by  other  proprietors,  among  them 
snni(;  of  the  officers  and  persons  interested  in  the  defendants' 
j'oads. 

riio  **  Y"  switch  from  Coal  Creek  station  did  not  and  does 
not  so  extend  into  said  coal  field  as  to  reach  the  part  owned 
])V  said  John  M.  Heck,  and  the  said  Coal  Creek  and  New 
Jiiver  road  was  Iniilt  by  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio  Railroad 
Company  and  said  Heck  from  said  switch  to  and  along  that 
j^.iit  of  said  coal  ti(»ld  owped  by  said  John  M.  Heck,  thence 
to  and  along  the  part  owned  jointly  by  him  and  Knoxvillo 
and  Oliio  llailroad  Company. 

.lolm  ^r.  Heck  was  president  of  the  Coal  Creek  and  New 
Iviver  llailroad  Conii)any  from  the  time  its  road  was  built  up 
to  Octolx^r,  1H8(),  wIhmi  he  was  succeeded  by  E.  R.  Chapman. 

When  Heck  had  biM'u  superseded  it  was  claimed  bj''  the 
stockholders  and  others  interested  in  the  defendant  compa- 
nies that  during  his  ])residency  he  had  used  said  road  and 
allowed  his  lessees  to  use  it  without  paying  or  causing  to  bo 
j)aid  anytiiing  to  said  <'ompany  for  such  use  of  its  road.  The 
action  taken  by  tlii^  defendants  in  respect  of  the  refusal  to 
transport  the  coal  of  said  firm  was  taken  to  force  said  John 
^I.  Heck  to  a  setthMU(^nt  with  said  company  by  hindering  bis 
less(M's  in  their  mining  operations. 

On  tlies(^.  asc(»itain(ul  facts  it  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  tho 
Coal  CrcM'k  and  New  Kiver  Railroad  Company  that  it  is  not 
a  eoninion  carrier  and  that  its  road  is  not  any  part  of  a  line 
for  continuous  carriage  from  one  State  or  Territory  to  another 
Stat<'  oi*  Territory. 

ft. 

This  view  is  apparently  based  on  the  fact  that  the  road  of 
this  company  is  wholly  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  from  which 
the  coni])any  derives  its  corporate  existence  ;  that  it  owns  no 
(limine  or  cars,  has  not  operated  and  does  not  of  itself  oper- 
ate its  road. 
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It  is  true  that  coal  taken  over  its  road  has  been  drawn  by. 
the  engines  and  carried  in  the  cars  of  the  other  defendants, 
but  for  all  practical  purposes  the  road  of  this  defendant  is  as 
much  a  part  of  the  continuous  line  over  which  coal  from 
plaintiffs'  mine  goes  to  market  as  is  the  "  Y  "  switch  which 
connects  this  road  with  tlie  roads  of  the  other  defendant 
companies.  In  the  history  of  its  construction  and  of  its  use 
it  was  alwa^'s  treated  as  a  part  of  the  continuous  line,  and 
<ine  of  the  instrumentalities  by  which  the  coal  from  this  mine 
in  Tennessee  was  expected  to  reach  and  did  reach  the  mar- 
kets in  the  other  States. 

If  this  road  is  one  of  the  means  by  which  commerce  in  coal 
is  carried  on  between  Tennessee  and  other  States  as  an  in- 
strumentality of  interstate  commerce,  its  duties  to  the  public 
under  the  Act  to  llegulate  Commerce  in  respect  to  such 
traffic,  are  the  same,  without  respect  to  its  ownership,  corpor- 
ate control,  the  authority  or  means  of  its  construction. 

By  the  first  section  of  the  Act  to  llegulate  Commerce  the 
term  **  railroad  "  is  made  to  include  "  all  the  road  in  use  by 
any  corporation  operating  a  railroad,  whether  owned  or 
operated  under  contract,  agreement,  or  lease,"  and  the  term 
transportation  is  made  to  include  "  all  instrumentalities  of 
shipment  or  carriage." 

Tliis  road  has  been  operated  by  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio 
Company  from  the  time  it  was  built.  This  has  been  done, 
as  alleged  in  defendants*  answer,  by  agreement  or  contract, 
since  April  14,  1887.  Presumably  it  was  so  done  hefore.  Tliis 
would  seem  to  bring  this  road  within  the  reason  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  relating  to  lines  for 
continuous  carriage  from  a  State  or  Territory  to  another  State 
or  Territory,  and  make  it,  in  connection  with  the  roads  of 
the  other  defendants,  a  part  of  such  a  line. 

Yet,  in  the  view  wo  take  of  this  case,  the  relief  asked  by 
complainants  is  not  dependent  upon  this  Coal  Creek  and 
New  River  Company  being  a  common  carrier,  or  upon  its 
road  being  a  part  of  a  line  for  continuous  carriage  to  otherStates. 

Whatever  else  this  road  may  or  may  not  be,  it  is  one  ol 
the  means  and  facilities  for  shipment  to  and  over  lines  from 
complainants'  and  other  mines  in  Tennessee  to  market  in 
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ailwr  St.it(»s.  It  is  one  of  tJio  "instrumentalities  of  shipment 
or  c'jirria^r.  "  included  in  the  term  transportation,  to  which 
the;  Act  to  Regulate  Commence  applies.  As  such  it  must  be 
open  and  accessible  alike  to  all  shippers  and  on  equal  and 
reasonable  terms.  This  is  a  right  belonging  to  the  public  of 
which  it  cannot  be  deprived  by  the  separate  act  or  control  of 
any  one  of  tln^  defendants,  nor  by  the  act  of  any  or  all  of 
them  combined. 

The  otlnn*  defendant  companies  insist  that  they  have  no 
control  over  tin*,  (^oal  Creek  and  New  Kiver  Company  and 
deny  that  they  have  any  legal  right  to  operate  or  owe  any 
duty  to  the  ]>ublic  v»hich  nujuire  them,  or  either  of  them,  to 
operate  its  roail  without  the  consent  and  against  the  express 
orders  of  said  Coal  Creek  and  New  River  Company.    Neither 
denying   nor  admitting  tlieir  legal  obligaticm  to  do  so  they 
aver  readiiu'ss  to  carry  coal  over  said  road  with  the  acquies- 
cence of  the   said   New  Rivcu*  Company,  which  acquiescence 
they  claim  to  have  had  in  all  the  carrying  done  over  its  road. 
Tliis  road  is  included  in  the   term  "railroad"  or  the  term 
''  trans[)ortation,"  or  botli,  as  defined  in  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Conini(^rc(»,  when  the  defendants  are  permitted  to  make  use 
of  and  to  control  it  for  their  own  purposes  they  have  no  legal 
right  in  doing  so  to  refuse  impartial  accommodation.     That 
such   refusal  would   subject  it  to  responsibility  to  the  State 
laws  is  not  cpiestioned,  and  whether  the  company  as  owner  of 
the  road  would  be  subj(u^t  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Commis- 
sion is  therefore^  not  important.     The  East  Tennessee,  Vir- 
ginia and  (rcorgia  Ct)mpany  op(?rating  its  own  line  and  the 
lin(^   n(  the   Knoxville  and  Ohio  Company,  is  an  interstate 
road,   and   the   trailic   in   question   is  interstate  traffic;   this 
short  road  is  mad(^  use  of  by  the  other  roads  as  a  mere  facility 
Lo  such  tiatlic.     Th<\v  cannot  be  permitted  to  make  use  of  it, 
or  any  ])art  of  it,  for  the  purposes  of  discrimination  as  be- 
tween  the   mine  owners  upon   it.     The  attempt   to   shelter 
thenis(  Ives  behind  the  action  of  the  owners  of  the  short  road 
is   but   a   pret(Mis(\     Tlie  interstate  roads  control  the  other, 
and  th<  y  eannot  be  allowed  to  abuse  that  control  to  oppress 
tile  ])ul»lic  or  any  part  of  it. 

The  ''  Y  "  switch  to  the  coal  field  did  not  and  does  not  ex- 
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tend  as  far  up  as  the  mine  of  complainants  on  the  coal  lands 
owned  by  the  lessor,  separately  or  jointly,  with  the  defend- 
ants' Knoxville  and  Ohio  Company.  To  reach  these  lands 
their  owners,  Heck  and  the  Knoxville  and  Ohio  Bailroad 
Company,  built  the  New  lliver  road.  Previous  to  October, 
1886,  Heck  was  president  of  the  New  lliver  Company.  The 
Knoxville  and  Ohio  Company  operated  the  Coal  Creek  and 
New  River  Company's  road  until  April  15,  1887,  for  all  ship- 
pers, and  since  then  for  all  except  complainants.  Since  it  was 
built,  new  mines  have  been  opened  and  investments  made  for 
the  development  of  mines,  in  view  of  the  transportation 
which  this  road  afforded  and  of  whicli  it  is  a  necessary  part. 
It  is  neither  good  faith  nor  legally  right  to  deny  its  use  to 
the  sole  purpose  of  its  construction. 

The  misunderstanding  and  disagreement  between  Heck 
and  the  stockholders  or  others  interested  in  the  defendants' 
roads  has  furnished  a  pretext  for,  but  does  not  justify  the 
illegal  act  of  defendants  in  refusing  to  transport  the  coal  of 
complainants,  which  was  done  to  bring  Heck  to  terms.  The 
public,  of  which  the  compLiining  tirm  is  a  part,  cannot  wait 
for  its  rights  while  stockholders  or  persons  interested  in  the 
defendant  companies  adjust  their  ac(5ounts  or  settle  their  dif- 
fc^.renccs. 

The  complainants  and  other  miners  on  the  line  of  said  Coal 
Creek  and  New  lliver  road  are  entitled  to  have  their  coal  car- 
ried over  it  to  its  connecting  road  and  thence  to  destination. 

The  claim  for  pecuniary  damages  made  by  complainants 
was  not  ent(;rtained  on  the  hearing,  because  it  presents  a 
case  at  common  law  in  which  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  a 
jury  trial. 

It  is  therefore  found  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendants  in 
fulling  and  refusing  to  receive  coal  for  interstate  transportation 
wh(m  tendered  by  complainants,  was  in  contravention  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce ;  and  it  is  or- 
dered that  said  deftmdants  and  each  of  them  foiihwith  cease 
and  desist  from  such  failure  and  refusal,  and  henceforward 
receive  and  forward  coal  when  so  off(»red  for  trans])ortation 
on  any  part  of  the  line  of  said  Coal  Creek  and  New  lliver 
railxor.d  upon  just,  reasonable,  and  equal  terms. 
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QEORGE  RICE  v.  THE  LOUISVILLE  AND  NASHVILLE 

EAILROAD  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  ST.  LOUIS,  IRON 
MOUNTAIN  AND  SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  MOBILE  AND  OHIO 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  CINCINNATI..  NEW 
ORLEANS  AND  TEXAS  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  CINCINNATI,  NEW 
ORLEANS  AND  TEXAS  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY AND  THE  ALABAMA  GREAT  SOUTHERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  MISSISSIPPI  AND 
TENNESSEE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  NEWPORT  NEWS 
AND  MISSISSIPPI  VALLEY  COMPANY  AND  THE 
LOUISVILLE,  NEW  ORLEANS  AND  TEXAS  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  NEWPORT  NEWS 
AND   MISSISSIPPI   VALLEY  COMPANY   AND  THE 
ILLINOIS  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

THE  SAME  COMPLAINANT  v.  THE  ILLINOIS  CENTRAL 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Hearing  for  taking  Testimony  Nov.  31  to  28,  1887.    Hearing  for  ArgumoDt 
January  10,  17,  18,  1888.     Decided  February  33,  1888. 

When  for  a  special  traffic,  f.  ff..  tlie  transportation  of  petroleum  oils — a  car- 
rier provides  rolling  stocl<  for  omi  method,  but  does  not  provide  it  for 
anolliiT  for  wliidi  it  publishes  rates,  but  the  shippers  are  expected  to 
provide  the  same,  the  terms  on  which  such  rolling  stock  is  to  bti  pro* 
vide<l  should  1>e  uniform  and  bo  published  with  the  rate  slKtets,  and  can- 
not lawfully  be  left  to  be  the  subject  of  bargain  and  of  different  terms  In 
the  ease  of  differetit  shipjmrs. 

It  is  properly  the  business  of  a  carrier  by  railroad  to  supply  the  rolling  stock 
tor  tlie  freights  he  offers  or  proposes  to  carry ;  and  it  the  divcrsitioa  and . 
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pecAiliai'itieB  of  traffic  are  such  that  this  is  not  always  practicable,  and 
coiiBigiiors  aro  allowed  to  supply  it  for  themselves,  the  carrier  must  not 
allow  its  own  deflcicncics  in  this  particular  to  bo  made  the  meanu  of 
jHit<i'«^'  «f  nTirr>:)«oT)pitif3  dlpadvantage  those  who  r»».nke  it«o  in  th**  same 
traffic  of  the  facilities  it  supplies. 

When  two  methods  for  the  transportation  of  an  article  of  merchandise  are 
nominally  offered  by  the  carrit^r,  for  only  one  of  which  it  offers  rolling 
stock,  Jiiid  for  the  other  of  which  the  shipper  must  supply  his  own  roll- 
ing 'Mack  at  considerable  expense,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  resort  to 
the  latti^r  by  the  shipper  is  so  far  a  matter  of  choice  that  he  has  no  con- 
cern Willi  the  charges  for  transportation  in  the  other  mode.  The  man 
of  small  moans  being  coinpi'llod  to  make  this  choice  by  reason  of  the 
carrier's  failure  to  supply  rolling  stock  for  the  other  mode,  has  a  right 
to  insist  that  the  charges  by  transportation  in  the  two  modes  shall  be 
relali\(.!y  JTKst  and  equal. 

When  oil  i-  lian'-iioiled  in  tanks  permanently  afllxed  to  car  bodies,  the  tank 
is  t.^  !-,.'  tonsidered  as  \nirt  of  the  car;  and  for  oil  transportc^d  therein 
the  ( ii.'ifio  for  tran.sportiition  should  be  the  same  by  the  hundred  pounds 
that  ili(^  carrier  charges  for  transportation  between  the  same  points  of 
barrels  lilled  with  like  oil  and  taken  in  car-load  lots.  The  carrier  is 
guilty  ol  u!  I  just  discrimination  if  the  shipper  in  barrels  is  chained  a 
higli«M'  late. 

Neither  ihc  fact  that  the  shipper  in  the  one  case  supplies  the  rolling  stock, 
nor  tih^  jjllcgcd  fact  which  is  not  found  sustained — that  for  the  tanks 
th(»D;  is  a  gn»ater  probability  of  return  loads,  nor  the  further  alleged 
fac^t  that  with  barrel  shipments  there  are  greater  risks  to  the  carrier's 
proi'crly  and  that  which  it  carries,  can  justify  imposing  upon  the  barrel 
shipJHCMis  the  greater  burden. 

Under  ti  I.^  niie  the  (rarrier  will  bo  at  liberty,  and  will  be  expected  to  make 
to  the  owner  of  tank  cars  a  reasonable  allowance  for  th<iir  use. 

"When  an  iiv['ortant  question  is  raised  by  the  pleadings  in  a  case,  the  de- 
term  iiiai  ion  of  which  will  affect  others  quite  as  much  as  the  parties  be- 
fore the  Commission,  but  the  parties  give  their  attention  almost  exclu- 
sively  to  other  questions,  and  neither  by  the  evidence  nor  in  argument 
8ui)i)ly  tie  Commission  wit'a  the  information  to  enable  it  to  be  under- 
standiiif^ly  determined,  the  Commission  will  decline  to  droido  it,  and 
lea^ 0  tin;  parties  to  bring  it  forward  again  as  they  may  be  advised. 

A,   D.  Fnlh'tt,    ir.   B.  Looinhy  J.  IiamloIj)h  Ttwler^  and 
FranlJ'H  li.  Gowen^  for  complainant. 

Edward  BuHer  and  Z.  //.  Nohle^  for  defendant  L.  &  N.  R. 
R.  Co. 

John  S.  Bhur,  for  defendant  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co. 

E.  L.  liussell,  for  defendant  M.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co. 

Edward  Cohton  and  Charles  M,  Cist,  for  defendants  C.  N. 
O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  &  Ala.  G.  S.  R.  R.  Co. 
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UolnicH  Cam7ni)i8,  for  defendants  N.  N.  &  M.  Co.  &  L.  N. 
O.  <fe  T.  R'y.  Co. 

//.  I).  Money y  for  defendants  Miss,  k  Tenn.  B.  B.  Co.  St 
111.  Cent.  K.  K.  Co. 

OPINION  OF  THE  COHMISSION. 

CooLEY,  Chairman  : 

The  (jiK'stioiis  at  iHsne  in  these  cases  are  to  some  extent 
i(l(uitioiil,  and  wIkto  not  the  same,  are  so  far  similar  that  it 
was  (huMued  practicable  by  the  parties  that  they  should  all 
Ix;  tri(Ml  t()«;other.  They  have  accordingly  been  so  tried,  the 
cvi(l(  )ic(>  boin^,  by  consent,  taken  in  the  case  first  entitled, 
but  received  and  applied  in  each  of  the  others,  so  far  as  it 
was  found  to  be  applicable.  The  principal  grievance  com- 
])l:iiu(Hl  of  is  that  the  defendant  companies  discriminate 
a<^'.'iiiist  the  complainant  in  their  charges  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  petroleum  oil,  but  the  rates  for  the  transportation  of 
the  oil  in  barr(3ls,  which  is  the  method  made  use  of  by  com* 
plainant,  are  also  alleged  to  be  excessive,  and  in  some  cases 
a  violation  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  Begidate  Com- 
ni(>ree.  is  complained  of.  The  petition  '.n  the  case  first  enti- 
tied,  after  setting  out  the  line  of  the  defendant's  road  and  the 
cities  and  othc^r  points  reached  thereby,  proceeds  to  say : 

• 

''  Tliat  one  of  the  important  duties  of  said  Louisville  and 
Nashville^  llailroad  Company  is  the  transportation  of  refined 
illuminating  petroleum  oil  (mostly  produced  and  manufac- 
tured in  tho  States  of  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio)  from  Cincin- 
nati, Oliio,  and  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  the  afore-named 
citits  ;in(l  other  ])oints  on  the  said  carrier's  said  lines  of  rail- 
road in  the  said  several  states  and  other  states  into  and 
tlirou;;!!  winch  said  carrier's  railroad  lines  pass. 

**  Tiijit  such  oil  is  an  article  of  extensive  commesce  and  of 
prime  nec(\ssity  to  the  people  reached  by  said  carrier's  rail- 
road lines,  and  that  in  the  transportation  of  such  oil  by  said 
cjuiier  two  pn^vailing  methoils  are  employed,  one  by  means 
of  1m)x  cars,  carrying  the  oil  in  barrel  packages,  and  the 
other  by  iron  tank  cars,  generidly  holding  100  barrels  and 
upw.inls,  built  and  used  for  that  express  purpose. 

'*  And  said  complainant  further  says  that  he  is  engaged  at 
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Marietta,  Ohio,  and  in  that  vicinity  in  the  business  of  pro- 
ducing, manufacturing,  and  dealing  in  such  petroleum  oils, 
and  shipping  the  same  to  various  markets  in  the  Southern 
and  Western  States  of  this  country ;  that  he  has  large  capi- 
tal invested  in  this  business  and  extensive  facilities  therefor, 
and,  but  for  the  acts  of  said  carrier  hereinafter  complained 
of,  would  produce  and  sell  many  thousands  more  barrels  of 
such  oil  than  now  ;  that  many  of  his  principal  markets  for 
his  said  Jiianufacture  are  in  the  territorv  rea{/i»ert  and  trav- 
orsed  by  said  carrier's  system  of  railways  ;  tliat  it  is  abso- 
lutely essential  to  the  continued  existence  and  success  of  his 
said  business  that  he  should  have  rates  and  facilities  both 
reasonable  in  themselves  and  equally  as  favorable  as  those 
accorded  to  his  competitors  for  the  transportation  of  said 
products  to  such  markets,  many  of  which  can  only  be  reached 
by  said  carrier's  roads  and  none  of  which  can  be  reached  as 
conveniently  or  cheaply  by  any  other  means,  if  said  com- 
plainant is  accorded  reasonable  and  just  rates  by  said 
carrier. 

"  Complainant  further  states  that  the  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany, a  (jorporation  organized  and  existing  in  and  under  the 
hiws  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  is  a  very  extensive  dealer  in 
and  shipper  of  such  petroleum  oils,  and  is  his  chief  and 
almost  sole  competitor  for  the  sale  thereof  in  the  aforesaid 
markets." 

"  And  said  complainr.nt  further  states  that  said  carrier  has 
been  guilty  of  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States  of  America  entitled  *  An  Act  to 
Regulates  (commerce,'  approved  Felu'uary  4,  1887,  and  which 
took  (effect  April  5,  1887,  in  the  following  particulars,  to  wit : 

"  First  charge.  By  making  charges  for  services  to  be  ren- 
dered by  said  carrier  in  the  transportation  of  such  as  afore- 
said from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  said  Louisvilh^  Kentucky, 
to  points  on  tlie  said  carri<*r's  said  railroad  lines  in  the  said 
states  otljer  than  Ohio  and  Kentuckv,  which  were  in  tliem- 
selves  unjust  and  unreasonably   high. 

**  Ihuhu-  this  charge  the  complainant  makes  tln^  following 
Hpeciiications,  each  and  all  of  which  are  rates  per  100  pounds 
charged  by  said  railroad  company  on  May  9,  1887,  and  as 
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complainant  is  informed  and  believes  and  so  alleges,  ever 
since  that  day  for  services  to  be  rendered  bj  said  company 
ill  the  transportation  in  barrel  packages  in  car-load  ship- 
ments of  such  oils  from  said  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  the  re- 
spective destinations  named,  each  and  all  of  which  destina- 
tions are  points  reached  by  the  lines  of  railroad  owned, 
leased,  and  operated  by  said  railroad  company,  and  each  and 
all  of  which  rates  complainant  alleges  to  be  unreasonable 
and  unjust. 

"  1.  Mobile,  Ala.,  30  cents. 

**  2.  New  Orleans,  La.,  30  cents. 

**  3.  Montgomery,  Ala.,  45  7-10  cents. 

"  4.  Selma,  Ala.,  45  7-10  cents. 

*'  5.  IMrmingham,  Ala.,  45  7-10  cents. 

''  6.  Njisliville,  Tenn.,  18}  cents. 

**  7.  Memphis,  Tenn.,  15  cents. 

*'  8.  Clarksville,  Tenn.,  16  3-10  cents. 

**  9.  All  other  points  reached  by  said  lines  of  railroad  lo- 
rfitocL  in  states  other  than  Kentucky,  the  rates  of  which  ap- 
pear in  the  statement  of  rates  required  by  said  Act  of  Con- 
gress and  on  file  with  said  Commission,  and  each  and  all  of 
which  rates  complainant  alleges  to  be  unreasonable  and  un- 
just. Complainant,  under  said  charge,  also  makes  the  fol- 
lowing specifications,  each  and  all  of  which  are  the  rates  per 
KM)  pounds  charged  by  said  railroad  company  for  the  trans- 
])()rtation  of  such  oils  in  barrel  packages,  in  car-load  ship- 
iu<.>nts  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  the  respective  destinations 
named,  each  and  all  of  which  are  points  reached  by  the  lines 
of  tlio  railroad  owned,  leased,  and  operated  by  defendants, 
:iii(l  are  in  states  other  than  the  state  of  Ohio,  which  rates 
appear  on  the  tariff  slieets  of  defendant,  furnished  by  it  to 
complainant  May  9,  1887,  as  showing  its  rates  then  in  force, 
and  wlii(^1i  rates  complainant  is  informed  and  believes  and 
jilli^gos  have  ever  since  been  in  force,  each  and  all  of  which 
r:(tes  coin])lainant  alleges  to  be  unreasondbly  high  and  unjust. 

''  10.  Nashville,  Tenn.,  25  cents. 

''  11.  Decatur,  Ala.,  50  cents. 

**  1'2.  Birmingham,  Ala.,  59  cents. 


508  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION    REPORTS. 

**  13.  Calera,  Ala.,  59  cents. 

"  14.  MontgomeiT,  Ala.,  59  cents. 

"  15.  Selma,  Ala.,  59  cents. 

"  16.  Pensacola,  Fla.,  45  cents. 

"  17.  Mobile,  Ala.,  39  cents. 

"  18.  New  Orleans,  La.,  39  cents. 

"  Second  charge.  Complainant,  for  a  second  charge  against 
defendant,  alleges  that  defendant  has  ever  since  April  5, 1887, 
charged  complainant  for  services  to  be  rendered  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  transportation  of  such  oils  for  complainant 
from  said  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  points  in  states  other  than 
Ohio  reached  by  the  lines  of  railroad  owned,  operated,  and 
leased  by  defendant,  and  from  Louisville,  Kentucivy,  to  points 
in  states  other  than  Kentucky  reached  by  said  lines  of  rail- 
road, a  greater  compensation  than  it  charged  said  Standard 
Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  for  like  and  contemporaneous  ser- 
vices rendered  and  to  be  rendered  by  defendant  for  said  com- 
pany in  the  transportation  of  such  oils  for  said  company, 
said  company  biung  sometimes  consignee  thereof  and  sdtne- 
times  consignor  thereof,  and  sometim(»>s  both  consignee  and 
consignor  thereof  from  said  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  said  points 
in  states  other  than  Ohio,  and  from  said  Louisville,  Ken- 
tucky, to  said  ])<)ints  in  states  other  tlian  Kentucky,  all  of 
said  transportation,  both  for  complainant  and  said  Standard 
Oil  Company,  being  under  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions. 

"  Under  the  above  charge  complainant  makes  the  follow- 
ing speciticaticms : 

"  1.  The  following  is  a  statement  of  the  rate  per  one  hundred 
pounds  charged  by  defendant  on  May  9,  1887,  and  ever  since 
to  complainant  and  to  said  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ken- 
tucky for  the  transportation  of  such  oils  from  Louisville, 
Kentucky,  to  the  respective  destinations  named : 

DESTINATION.  TO  GEOKOB  RICE.  TO  STANDAV.D  OIL  CO. 

Montgoinory,  Ala 45  7-10  cents.  30  cents. 

Solma,  Ala 45  7-10      '*  30       ** 

IMrminfjham,  Ala 45  7-10      **  80       ** 

Nashville.  Tenn 18J  '•  15       ** 

Memphis,  Tcnn 15  "  12i      ** 
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''  2.  Tlie  following  is  a  statement  of  the  rate  per  one  hnn- 
diful  pounds  cliarjj;od  by  defendant  on  May  9, 1887,  and  ever 
siiKUi  to  coniplaiiiant  and.  said  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
Koiitucky,  rospe(rtively,  for  the  transportation  of  such  oils 
from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  the  respective  destinations  named : 

DKHTIXATION.  TO  QBOHQB  BICB.  TO  BTAVDARD  OIL  00, 

l)<H.'aiiir,  iila 50ceut(.  46  centa. 

J5irmlngham,  Ala 59  **  47  ** 

Calora,  Ala 59  "  47  " 

M(>rit45omory,  Ala 59  **  47  ** 

Sclina,  Ala 59  •*  47  " 

ToiiHacola,  Fla 45  •*  40  " 

iMT)hilo,  Ala 89  **  84  ••  * 

ls«w  Orleans,  La 89  *'  84  ** 

'*  3.  Defendant  has  in  all  its  charges  to  complainant  for 
stuviccs  rendered  and  to  be  rendered  by  it  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  oils  for  him  over  its  said  lines  of  railroad  charged 
Iiiui  for  the  entire  actual  weight  of  such  oils,  while  defendant 
]ias  in  many  instances,  too  numerous  to  mention  without  un- 
duly en(nimbering  tlie  record,  since  April  5,  1887,  charged 
said  Standard  Oil  Company  for  services  rendered  it  or  to 
be  rendered  by  it  for  said  Standard  Oil  Company  in  trans- 
portation of  oils  over  its  said  lines  of  railroad  for  much  less 
tlian  tlio  actual  weight  of  such  oils. 

**  4.  The  freijjjlit  rate  charged  by  defendant  to  complainant 
ever  since  April  5,  1887,  for  the  transportation  of  such  oils  in 
barrel  packages,  car-load  shipments,  owner's  risk,  from  Louis- 
ville, Kentucky,  to  Huntsville,  Alabama,  is  37  cents  per  100 
pounds,  including  the  weight  of  barrels,  which  is  the  rate  for 
stich  transportation  appearing  in  the  tariff  sheet  of  defendant 
in  force  ever  since  April  6, 1887,  yet  about  May  1, 1887,  a 
(^ar-load  of  oil,  containing  66  barrels  of  oil,  weighing,  includ- 
ing barrels,  24,750  pounds,  was  delivered  by  said  Standard 
Oil  Company  to  defendant  at  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  be 
transported  to  Huntsville,  Alabama.  Said  oils  were  consigned 
to  Halscy  Bros.,  at  Huntsville,  Alabama,  who  were  the  agents 
at  said  place  of  said  Standard  Oil  Company  and  oompetitoni 
in  business  at  said  point  with  complainant.    Said  oils  wwe 
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transported  from  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  Huntsville,  Ala- 
bama, and  the  charge  made  by  defendant  for  such  transport- 
ation was  §68.07,  or  27^  cents  per  100  pounds. 

"  Third  charge.  Complainant,  for  a  third  charge  against 
defendant,  sa3's  that  the  defendant  in  its  rates  charged  by  it 
for  services  rendered  and  to  be  rendered  by  it  for  the  trans- 
portation of  said  oils  for  complainant  and  said  Standard 
Oil  Company  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  points  reached  by  de- 
fendant's said  lines  of  rjiilroads  in  states  other  tlian  Ken- 
tucky, has,  since  April  5,  1887,  uniformly  made  and  given 
undue  and  unreasonable  preferences  and  advantages  to  said 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  and  to  ceiiain  localities 
on  its  lines  of  railroad,  and  has  subjected  complainant  and 
certain  loc^alities  on  its  lines  of  railroad  to  undue  and  unre- 
sonable  pngudiees  and  disadvantages." 

"  Under  the  above  charge  complainant  makes  the  follow- 
ing specilications  : 

"1.  Complainant  here  repeats  under  this  charge  specification 
No.  1  under  the  second  charge  of  his  complaint,  and  alleges 
that  tlie  differences  in  the*,  circumstances  surrounding  the 
shipments  ol"  said  George  Hice  and  saitl  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany', and  that  any  differences  to  defendant  in  the  cost  and 
expense  and  convenience  of  transportation  of  such  oils  of 
said  George  Rice  and  said  company,  respectively,  and  any 
differences  between  the  circumstances  under  which  said 
George  ilice  and  said  company,  respectively,  ship  their  oils 
justifying  any  difference  in  rate,  if  th(»re  be  any,  are  small 
and  insignificant  in  comparison  with  the  differences  in  the 
rates  so  (-barged  them,  respectively. 

"  Complainant  here  repeats  under  this  charge  specification 
No.  2  uiideT  the  second  charge  of  his  complaint,  and  alleges 
that  the  differences  in  rates  therein  aj)p(viring  are  not  meas- 
ured by  any  diffcirences  in  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
shipments  of  said  George  Rice  and  said  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany, and  that  any  differences  to  defendant  in  the  cost  and 
expense  and  convenience  of  transporting  such  oils  for  said 
Rice  and  said  company,  respectively,  and  any  differences  be- 
tween the  circumstances  under  which  said  Rice  and  said 
company,  respectively,  ship  their  oils  justifying  any  differ- 
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oiico  ill  r.'itc,  if  there  be  any,  are  small  and  insignificant  in 
e(>]ii[).irisou  with  the  differences  in  the  rates  chained  them, 
rrsp(?i*tivc*ly." 

''C*<>ni[)IiLiuant  is  informed  and  believes  and  therefore 
statt*s  that  — 

'' :].  Dv>fi^n(lant  owns  a  number  of  tank  cars,  as  hereinbe- 
{(>r(*  (lt;sci'il)oJ,  and  furnishes  the  same  to  the  said  Standard 
Oil  ('«)iiip<iiiy  for  its  use  in  transporting  oil  shipped  by  said 
(jDiiipauy  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  points  reached  by  defend- 
ant's said  linos  of  railroad  in  States  other  than  Ohio,  and 
from  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  points  reached  by  defendant's 
said  Iin(3s  of  raih'oad  in  States  other  than  Kentucky,  but  re- 
fusers to  furnish  the  same  to  said  George  Bice  for  his  use  in 
transporting  oil  from  said  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  Louisville, 
Ki>ntui'ky,  to  such  points  in  States  other  than  Ohio  and 
KiMituc-kv." 

"  L  Dciondant  in  its  freiglit  rates  for  the  transportation  of 
such  oils  ironi  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  points  reached  by  defend- 
:ints  saiil  lines  of  riiilroad  in  States  other  than  Ohio,  and 
from  Jjouls, illo,  Kentucky,  to  points  reached  by  defendant's 
said  hm  s  .;i  i.illroad  in  States  other  than  Kentucky  almost 
unil'orndy,  since  April  5,  1887,  has  charged  a  higher  rate  per 
100  ]>ounds  for  oil  transported  by  it  in  barrel  packages,  in 
car-load  sldpments,  owner's  risk,  than  it  chained  per  100 
pounds  for  such  oils  transported  by  it  at  the  same  time  be- 
tween the  same  points  contained  in  tank  cars,  owner's  risk, 
wliil<'  jit  no  time  has  there  been  any  difference  between  the 
cost,  (^xpcnsc^,  and  convenience  of  transporting  said  oil  by 
said  two  methods  or  any  circumstances  justifying  a  difference 
of  rate;  between  said  two  methods  of  transportation  which 
even  ap[>roximated  the  differences  in  defendant's  freight 
rates  lor  tranK})ortatiou  by  said  two  methods  any  differ- 
(  nces  l)etw(  en  the  cost,  expense,  and  convenience  to  defend- 
ant of  transportation  by  said  two  methods,  or  any  circum- 
stances justifying  a  difference  in  rate  between  said  two 
methods  Ixing  slight  and  insignificant  compared  with  the 
ditlVuenci  s  in  rate  between  said  two  methods  aotoally  made 
by  deft^ndant.  Complainant  ships  his  oils  over  defendant's 
lines  of  railroad  exclusively  in  barrel  packagieSi  while  said 
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Standar J  Oil  Compauy  ships  its  oil  over  dcfendaiit's  lines  of 
railroad  almost  exclusively  in  tank  cars. 

"  5.  Defendant's  freight  rates  per  100  pcmnds  for  the  trans- 
portation of  such  oils  from  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  the  fol- 
lowing destinations  are  the  same  whether  the  oil  is  carried 
in  barrel  packages  or  in  tank  cars : 

Mobile,  Ala.  Jackson,  Miss.* 

New  Orleans,  La.  Jackson,  Tenn. 

Meridian,  Miss.  Yicksburg,  Miss, 

"  While  defendant's  freight  rates  per  100  pounds  for  the 
transportation  of  such  oils  from  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to 
nearly  all,  if  not  all,  the  other  i)oints  reached  l)v  defendant's 
lines  of  railroad  in  States  oth(jr  than  Kc^ntucky  are  much 
higher  for  oils  carried  in  barrel  packages  than  for  oils  car- 
ried in  tank  cars." 

"  6.  Defendant's  freight  raters  per  100  pounds  for  the  trans- 
portation of  such  oils  from  Cincinnati,  Oliio,  to  Nashville, 
Tennessee,  and  Mobile,  Alabama,  are  the  same  whether  the 
oil  is  carri(}d  in  barrel  packages  or  in  tank  cars,  whilst  the 
defendant's  freight  rates  per  100  pounds  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  such  oils  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  nearly  all,  if  not 
all,  the  other  points  reached  by  deftindant's  lines  of  railroad 
in  States  other  than  Ohio  are  much  higher  when  the  oils  are 
carried  in  barnd  packages  than  when  the  oils  are  carried  in 
tank  cars." 

"  7.  Defendant  has,  since  April  5,  1887,  charged  for  the 
transportation  of  oils  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  from  Louis- 
ville, Kentucky,  to  Birmingham,  Alabama,  Calera,  Alabama, 
Montgomery,  Alabama,  and  Selma,  Alabama,  the  same  freight 
rates  in  all  cases  to  each  of  said  localities,  although  by  de- 
fendant's line  of  road  said  Calera  is  33  miles  farther  from 
Raid  Cincinnati  and  said  Louisville  than  said  Birmingham, 
and  said  Montgomery  is  63  miles  farther  from  said  Cincin- 
nati and  said  Louisville  than  said  Calera,  and  said  Selma  is 
50  miles  farther  from  said  Cincinnati  and  said  Louisville  than 
said  Montgomery ;  and  oils  transported  by  defendant  from 
Cincinnati,  Ohio,  or  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  said  Selma  are 
necessarily  earned  by  it  through  said  Birmingham,  said  Cal- 
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era,  and  said  Montgomery,  and  the  distance  from  said  Cin- 
irinnati  to  said  Selma  over  defendant's  line  of  road  is  650 
miles,  and  the  distance  from  said  Louisville  to  said  Selma 
over  defendant's  line  of  road  is  540  miles." 

''  Fourth  charge.  Complainant,  for  a  fourth  charge  against 
defendant,  says  that  defendant  has,  since  April  5,  1887, 
charged  and  received  for  the  transportation  by  it  of  such 
oils  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to 
points  reached  by  defendant's  said  line  of  railroad  in  States 
other  than  Ohio  and  Kentucky  a  greater  compensation  in 
the  aggregate  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over 
the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  includ- 
ed within  the  longer  distance,  such  oils  being  a  like  kind  of 
property  in  all  cases  and  such  transportation  being  under 
substantially  the  same  circumstances  and  conditions." 

''  Under  the  above  charge  complainant  makes  the  follo'wing 
speeifieation  :  The  rate  charged  by  defendant  for  the  trans- 
portation of  such  oils  in  barrel  packages  in  car-load  ship- 
ments from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  and  from  Louisville,  Ken- 
tucky, to  destinations  named  below,  with  the  distances  of 
•>ach  destination  from  the  place  of  shipment  over  defendant's 
said  line  of  railroad,  are  as  follows : 

"  From  Cincinnati,  Ohio : 

DESTINATION.  DIBTANOX.  BATB  FSB  100  POTTRM. 

Kow  Orloans,  La 921  miles.  89  oents. 

Birmingham,  Ala 604    "  69      " 

Mobile,  Ala 780    "  82      " 

"  From  Louisville,  Kentucky : 

DESTINATION.  DI8TAV0I.  BATE  PBB  100  POUMDt. 

New  Orleans,  La 811  miles.  86  oents. 

Birmingham,  Ala 694    **  68      *< 

Mobile,  Ala 780    ««  86      " 

''  Said  complainant  farther  alleges  that  the  aforesaid  dig* 
criminations  against  him  in  rates  and  the  Aforesaid  mireaa- 
onably  high  and  unjust  rates  charged  him  have  had,  and  as 
he  believes  were  designed  to  have,  the  effect  to  give  to  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  an  almost  complete  monopoly  of  ihe 
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traffic  in  such  oils  at  the  points  reached  by  said  defendants' 
lines  of  railroad,  and  to  exclude  said  complainant's  products 
from  nearly  all  of  said  points,  and  that  such  discriminations 
and  charges,  as  complainant  is  informed  and  believes  and 
therefore  states,  have  been  made  by  said  defendant  at  the 
dictation  of  said  Standard  Oil  Company,  and  he  states  that 
by  reason  of  the  premises  he  has  been  largely  injured  in  his 
business  and  has  lost  large  profits  that  he  otherwise  would 
have  realized ;  that  his  facilities  in  all  other  respects  than 
for  said  transportation  during  all  the  time  since  April  5, 1887, 
have  been  ample  for  the  transaction  of  a  large  and  profitable 
business  in  the  sale  of  said  oils  in  said  markets,  and  that 
but  for  the  premises  he  would  have  prosecuted  such  busi- 
ness to  the  limits  of  his  facilities  with  great  profit  to  him- 
self. 

"  Your  said  complainant  therefore  prays  that  your  Honor- 
able Commission  will  proceed  to  inquire  into  tne  matters 
hereinbefore  complained  of  and  ascertain  and  find  the  facts 
with  respect  to  the  alleged  violation  of  the  said  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  the  extent  to  which  said  complainant  has  been  in- 
jured and  is  entitled  to  reparation,  and  report  the  same  with 
your  conclusions  and  recommendations  according  to  law; 
and  further  that  your  Honorable  Commission  will  notify  said 
defendant  to  cease  and  desist  from  such  violations,  and  make 
such  reparation,  and  will  take  such  further  action  as  is  law- 
ful and  proper  in  the  premises." 

The   petition  was   duly  verified  and  was  fiJed  July    22, 

1887. 

The.  answer  of  defendant  is  also  given  in  full,  with  the 
omission  only  of  formal  averments  and  such  recitals  as  are 
not  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  issues  made.  De- 
fendant "  admits  that  in  the  transportation  of  said  oil  to 
some,  if  not  all,  of  aforesaid  towns  and  cities  two  methods 
are  employed — one  by  means  of  box  cars,  carrying  oil  in  bar- 
rel packages,  the  other  by  iron  tank  cars,  generally  holding, 
not  one  hundred,  but  sixty  barrels  or  over  that  amount. 

Further  answering,  defendant  says  it  does  not  know  but 
believes  that  complainant  Bice  is  engaged  at  Marietta,  Ohio, 
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or  in  that  vicinity  in  the  business  of  producing,  manufactur- 
ing, and  dealing  in  petroleum  oils,  and  in  shipping  the  same 
to  various  markets  in  the  Southern  and  Western  States  of 
this  country,  but  whether  he  has  large  capital  or  what  amount 
of  capital  he  has  invested  in  said  business,  or  whether  he 
has  extensive  facilities  or  what  facilities  he  has  therefor  de- 
fendant does  not  know,  nor  can  he  speak,  for  his  belief  or 
otherwise,  but  it  denies  that  but  for  the  alleged  acts  of  this 
defendant  in  complainant's  said  bill  complained  of  he  would, 
produce  or  sell  many  thousand  more  or  any  more  barrels  of 
such  oil  than  he  now  produces  and  sells.  Defendant  admits 
that  many  of  complainant's  principal  markets  for  his  said 
manufactures  are  in  the  territory  reached  and  traversed  by 
this  defendant's  system  of  railways ;  that  it  is  absolutely  es- 
sential to  the  continued  existence  and  success  of  his  said 
business,  that  he  should  have  rates  and  facilities  both  reas- 
onable in  themselves  and  equally  as  favorable  under  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions  as  those  accorded  to  his  com- 
petitors for  the  transportation  of  said  products  to  such  mar- 
kets, and  defendant  admits  that  many  of  them  can  only  be 
reached  by  defendant's  roads,  but  it  denies  that  none  of  said 
markets  can  be  as  conveniently  or  cheaply  reached  by  any 
other  means  if  complainant  is  accorded  reasonable  and  just 
rates  by  this  defendant.  Defendant  admits  that  the  Stand- 
ard Oil  Company  is  a  corporation,  incorporated  and  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  and  that  it  is  a  very  exten- 
sive dealer  in  and  shipper  of  such  petroleum  oil,  and  defend- 
ant believes  that  said  Standard  Oil  Company  is  the  chief 
competitor  of  complainant  for  the  sale  thereof  in  the  afore- 
said markets. 

"  For  answer  to  the  first  charge  made  in  complainant's  bill 
and  specifications  thereunder,  defendant  says  : 

"  (1.)  It  is  not  true,  and  it  denies  that  it  has  been  guilty  oi 
any  violations  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the 
United  States  entitled  "An  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce,"  ap- 
proved February  .4, 1887,  either  by  making  charges  for  ser- 
vices to  be  rendered  by  it  as  common  carrier  in  the  transport- 
ation or  oil  from  Cincinnati,  OhiO|  or  Louisville^  Kentucky, 
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to  points  on  its  railroad  lines  in  States  other  than  the  States 
of  Ohio  or  Kentucky,  or  in  any  other  manner. 

"  (2.)  It  admits  that  on  May  9,  1887,  and  ever  since  that 
time  for  services  to  be  rendered  by  it  in  the  transportation  in 
ban*el  packages,  in  car-load  shipments,  of  petroleum  oil  from 
Louisville  aforesaid  to  Mobile,  Ala.;  New  Orleans,  La.; 
Montgomery,  Ala.;  Selma,  Ala.;  Birmingham,  Ala.;  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.;  Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  Clarksville,  Tenn.,  its 
charges  were  the  respective  prices  set  out  in  complainant's 
bill  of  complaint,  and  it  also  admits  that  each  one  of  said 
towns  is  reached  by  its  lines  of  road  and  the  South  and 
North  Alabama  railroad,  except  Selma,  Ala.,  which  cannot  be 
reached  thereby,  but  defendant  says  it  is  not  true  and  it  de- 
nies that  said  rates  or  any  of  them  are  unreasonably  high  or 
unjust. 

"  (3.)  Defendant  denies  that  the  rate  or  rates  to  all  other 
points  or  to  any  point  reached  by  its  lines  of  railroad,  located 
in  any  State  other  than  Kentucky,  fixed  by  it  in  its  schedule 
required  by  law  to  be  and  which  has  been  filed  with  the 
Honorable  Commission  are  or  is  unreasonable  or  unjust. 

"  (4.)  It  admits  that  the  following  rates  per  100  pounds  for 
shipment  of  petroleum  oil  in  barrel  packages,  car-load  ship- 
ments, from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  the  folloAving  points  in 
States  other  than  Ohio  are  the  rates  which  appear  on  its 
tarifl*  sheets  furnished  by  it  to  complainant  on  May  9,  18S7, 
as  the  rates  then  in  force,  and  they  are  rates  which  are  now 
in  force,  to  wit : 

"  Nashville,  Tenn.,  25  cents. 

**  Decatur,  Ala.,  50  cents. 

"  Birmingham,  Ala.,  59  cents. 

"  Calera,  Ala.,  59  cents. 

"  Montgomery,  Ala.,  59  cents. 

"  Selma,  Ala.,  59  cents. 

"  Pensacola,  Fla.,  45  cents. 

"  Mobile,  Ala.,  39  cents. 

"  New  Orleans,  La.,  39  cents. 

"Except  that  the  rate  furnished  for  shipment  to  Nashville, 
Tenn.,  was  28|  instead  of  25  cents ;  that  to  Pensacola  was  40 
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('(mts  iiiHtcad  of  45  cents ;  that  to  New  Orleans  and  that  to 
Mobile  was  34  cents  each  instead  of  89  cents ;  and  defend- 
ant admits  that  all  of  said  points  are  reached  bj  its  lines  of 
road,  except  Selma,  and  except  all  points  between  Decatur 
and  Montgomery,  Ala.,  which  cannot  be  thus  reached,  but 
defendant  Hays  it  is  not  true  and  it  denies  that  said  rates  or 
any  of  them  are  unjust  or  unreasonably  high. 

''  For  anHwer  to  the  Hccond  charge  made  in  complainant's 
1)ill  and  the  specifications  thereunder  defendant — 

''  (1.)  Denies  that  it  has  at  any  time  since  April  5, 1887, 
clijir^ed  coniphiinant  for  services  to  be  rendered  by  this  de- 
lendant  in  the  transportation  of  such  oils  to  points  in  States 
otiMT  tlian  Ohio  reached  by  its  lines  of  railroad,  or  from 
Louisville,  Ky.,  to  points  in  States  other  than  Kentucky 
reached  by  said  lines  of  railroad,  a  greater  compensation 
tlian  it  charged  said  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  for 
like  and  contemporaneous  services  rendered  or  to  be  render- 
(hI  by  this  defendant  for  said  company  in  the  transportation 
of  such  oils  for  said  company  from  said  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  or 
from  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  said  points  or  any  of  them  in  States 
other  than  Kentucky,  and  denies  that  the  shipments  re- 
ferred to  by  complainant  in  his  said  bill  werie  made  for  him 
and  for  said  Standard  Oil  Company  under  substantially  sim- 
ilar circumstances  or  conditions. 

**  (2.)  It  admits  that  the  rate  per  100  pounds  charged  by  it 
to  complainant  on  May  9,  1887,  and  ever  since  for  the  tnuis- 
])()rtation  of  such  oil  fi-om  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  the  respeotivo 
destinations  named  in  complainant's  bill  is  the  rate  given 
therein,  to  wit: 

*'  To  Montgomerj',  Ala.,  45  7-10  cents ;  Selma«  Ala., 46  7-10 
cents;  Birmingham,  Ala.,  45  7-10  cents;  Nashville,  Tenn., 
Lsj  cints ;  Memphis,  Tenn.,  15  cents,  and  that  on  some  oil 
s!ii|)j)(Hl  by  it  during  that  time  for  the  Standard  Ofl  Company 
defendant  (rharged  from  Louisville  to  said  respective  points 
])vv  100  pounds  the  following  rates,  as  stated  in  complain- 
ant's bill,  to  wit: 

''To  Afontgomery,  30  cents;  to  Selma,  80  cents;  to  Bir- 
mingham, 80  cents;  to  Nashville,  16  oents,  and  to  Memphis, 
12  J  cents. 
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"  (3.)  It  further  admits  that  its  rate  to  complainant  on 
May  9,  1887,  and  ever  since,  for  shipments  of  oil  from  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio,  to  the  following  points,  per  100  pounds,  were 
the  rates  stated  in  complainant's  bill,  to  wit : 

"  To  Decatur,  Ala.,  50  cents ;  to  Birmingham,  Ala.,  69 
cents ;  Calera,  Ala.,  59  qents ;  Montgomery,  Ala.,  59  cents ; 
Selma,  Ala.,  59  cents ;  to  Pensacola,  Fla.,  45  cents ;  to  Mo- 
bile, Ala.,  30  cents,  and  to  New  Orleans,  La.,  39  cents,  'with 
the  exception  that  the  charge  was  and  is  from  Cincinnati  to 
Pensacola  40  cents,  instead  of  45  cents,  and  to  Mobile  and  to 
New  Orleans  each  34  cents,  instead  of  39  cents ;  and  the  de- 
fendant fui-ther  admits  that  during  said  time  it  was  shipping 
some  oil  for  the  Standard  Oil  (^onipany  from  Cincinnati^  to 
aforesaid  towns  at  the  following  rates  per  100  pounds,  to 
wit :  To  Decatur,  46  cents ;  to  Birmingham,  47  cents ;  to 
Calera,  47  cents  ;  to  Montgomery,  47  cents ;  to  Selma,  47 
cents  ;  to  Pensacola,  40  cents ;  to  Mobile,  34  cents ;  to  New 
Orleans,  34  cents,  except  that  to  Birmingham,  since  May  11, 
1887,  the  rates  have  been  a  little  less  than  47  cents  per  100 
j)ounds.  But  (Tefendant  denies  that  in  its  said  rates  for  ship- 
ment for  the  Standard  Oil  Company  and  for  complainant 
from  Cincinnati  and  from  Louisville,  respectively,  to  afore- 
said respective?  towns  or  any  of  them,  it  discriminated  in 
favor  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  or  against  complainant, 
or  that  by  said  rates,  shipped  under  the  circumstances  that 
said  oils  were  respectively  shipped,  defendant  charged  com- 
plainant per  100  pounds  a  greater  compensation  than  it 
charged  said  Standard  Oil  Company. 

"  Defendant  says  that  all  the  rates  for  shipments  for  com- 
plainant made  so  as  aforesaid  from  Cincinnati  and  from 
Louisville,  respectively,  to  aforesaid  respective  towns  were 
made  for  shipments  in  barrel  packages  and  car-load  ship- 
ments, and  all  of  the  rates  for  shipments  for  the  Standard 
Oil  Company  so  as  aforesaid  from  Cincinnati  and  from 
Loui.-iV'ille,  respectively,  to  said  respective  towns  were  made 
for  shipments  in  tank  cars,  cost  of  transportation  or  the 
shipment  and  risk  of  w^hich  is  much  less  than  the  cost  of 
transportation  or  shipment  and  the  risk  of  a  like  quantity  of 
oil  in  barrels  ;  that  the  rate  paid  or  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid 
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by  complainant  for  such  shipments  is  the  same  rate  per  100 
pounds,  neither  greater  nor  less  than  was  and  is  by  defend- 
ant charged  to  and  paid  by  the  Standard  Oil  Company  for 
shipments  of  oil  in  barrel  packages,  car-load  shipments,  at 
the  same  time  and  from  and  to  the  same  points  that  said 
tshipmeuts  for  complainant  were  made  ;  and  defendant  also 
states  that  at  the  same  rates  charged  the  Standard  Oil  Com- 
])auy  for  the  shipments  of  its  oil  so  as  aforesaid  in  tank  cars 
from  Cincinnati  and  from  Louisville,  respectively,  to  said 
several  respective  towns  complainant  could  have.shipped,  an 
Le  well  knew,  his  oil  in  like  kind  of  tank  cazB  at  any  time  on 
or  after  the  9th  day  of  May,  1887,  and  the  same  rates  as 
aforesaid  were  offered  him  and  published  in  defendant's  sched- 
ules of  rates  furnished  the  honorable  Interstate  Commission. 

'^  (4.)  Defendant  admits  that  in  its  shipment  of  oil  in  bar- 
rels for  complainant  it  has  charged  or  intended  to  charge 
him  for  tlie  actual  weight  of  such  oils,  and  it  has  also  charged 
or  intended  to  charge  in  its  shipments  of  oil  in  barrels  for 
the  Standard  Oil  Company  for  the  actual  weight  of  such  oils, 
and  it  denies  that  it  has  in  any  shipment  of  oil  in  barrels 
made  any  difference  in  this  respect  between  oil  shipped  for 
complainant  and  oil  shipped  for  the  Standard  Oil  Company. 

''  Defendant  says  that  as  to  the  shipment  of  oil  in  tanks 
for  the  Standard  Oil  Company  and  everybody  else  the  same 
is  not  and  never  has  been  weighed,  but  the  quantity  con- 
tained in  tlie  tanks  is  estimated  at  a  certain  number  of 
{)()unds,  and  it  may  be  true  that  in  some  shipments  for  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  that  estimates  were  below  the  actual 
weiglit,  but  the  same  quantity  of  oil  could  have  been  shipped 
in  the  same  manner  at  the  same  price  by  complainant. 

''  (5.)  Defendant  denies  that  about  May  1, 1887,  it  trans- 
ported or  contracted  to  transport  a  car-load  containing  66 
])arr('ls  of  oil  and  weighing  24,750  pounds,  or  any  other 
\vtM,u:lit,  from  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  Huntsville,  Ala.,  for  the 
Standard  Oil  Company,  for  $68.07,  or  27^  cents  per  100 
pounds  ;  at  least,  no  record  of  such  shipment  can  be  found 
on  defi^ndant's  books. 

''  For  answer  to  the  third  charge  made  in  complainant's 
bill  and  the  specifications  thereunder,  defendant — 
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**  (1.).  Denies  that  in  its  rates  charged  by  it  for  services 
rendered  or  to  be  rendered  by  it  for  the  transportation  of 
said  oils  for  complainant  and  the  said  Standard  Oil  Company 
from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  points  or  any  point  reached  by  de- 
fendant's line  of  railroads  in  states  other  than  Ohio  and  Ken- 
tucky it  has,  since  April  5,  1887,  uniformly  or  at  all  made  or 
given  undue  or  unreasonable  preferences  or  advantages  to 
said  Standard  Oil  Company  or  to  certain  or  any  localities  on 
its  lines  of  railroad,  nor  has  it  subjected  complainant  or  cer- 
tain or  any.  localities  on  its  lines  of  railroad  to  undue  or  un- 
reasonable i)rejudices  or  disadvantages. 

**  (2),  Defendant  says,  in  reference  to  the  diflference  in 
rates  to  comphiinant  and  Standard  Oil  Company,  respect- 
ively, appearing  in  specifications  No.  1  and  Xo.  2,  under  the 
second  charge  in  complainant's  bill  of  complaint,  it  denies 
that  said  differences  are  not  measured,  but  avers  that  they 
arc,  by  the  diffori^nces  in  circumstances  surrounding  these 
shipments,  rcjspectively ;  and  defendant  denies  that  the  dif- 
ference to  it  in  the  cost  and  expense  and  convenience  of 
transportation  of  such  oils  for  complainant  and  the  Standard 
Oil  Company,  respectively,  or  that  the  difference  between  the 
circumstances  under  which  complainant  and  said  company, 
respectively,  ship  their  oils  do  not,  but  it  avers  that  they  do 
justify  the  difference  in  rates  made  to  said  parties,  respect- 
ively, and  it  denies  that  they  are  either  small  or  insignificant 
in  comparison  with  the  differences  in  the  rates  so  charged  ; 
and  defendant  says  that  said  rates  so  made  for  the  shipment 
of  the  oils  for  the  Standard  Oil  Company  were  made  for 
shipment  of  oil  to  be  made  in  large  and  regular  shipments  in 
iron  tank  cars,  which  tank  cars  were  to  be  furnished  and  the 
cars  kept  in  repair  by  said  Standard  Oil  Company  free  of  ex- 
pense to  defendant,  which  oil  was  never  on  defendant's 
premises  and  there  at  its  risk,  and  by  wliich  cars  defendant 
was  furnished  with  rt^turn  loads,  while  the  rates  thus  made  to 
i*()m])lainant  were  made  in  reference  to  the  shipment  of  oil  in 
barrt'l  packages,  in  small  quantities  and  iiTegular  shipment, 
to  be  received  and  loaded  by  defendant  at  its  expense,  and 
held  at  its  risk  while  on  its  premises,  and  the  cars  used  for 
barrel  shipments  were  ■  thus  greatly  injured  and  rendered  of 


G£OUG£  IlICE  V.  LOUISVILLE  A  NA8HYILLE,  ETC.,  B.  B.  COS.  621 

1(?HS  valuo  to  defendant  for  general  purposes  and  were  re- 
turned usually  empty,  so  that,  as  this  defendant  believes  and 
charges,  the  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which  the 
HhipiiientH  of  oil  for  the  Standard  Oil  Company  were  made 
\voro  so  diBHimilar  from  the  circumstances  and  conditions  un* 
(lor  which  the  oil  for  complainant  was  shipped  as  to  justify 
and  authorize  the  difference  in  rat^s  to  said  Standard  Oil 
Company  and  to  complainant  made  so  as  aforesaid. 
■  ''  (3.)  Defendant  says  it  is  not  true  and  it  denies  that  it 
owuH  or  ever  did  own  any  tank  cars,  or  that  it  ever  furnished 
to  said  Standard  Oil  Company  such  cars,  or  that  it  refuses  or 
rv(u*  rofusiul  to  furnish  such  cars  to  complainant,  or  that  he 
(^vcr  applied  for  such  ;  but  defendant  says  if  complainant  had 
applied  for  such  cars  he  would  have  been  refused  for  the 
reason  that  defendant  did  not  and  does  not  own  or  have  such 
cars. 

''  (4.)  Defendant  admits  that  it  has  since  April  6, 1887,  in 
its  freight  rates  charged  a  higher  rate  per  100  pounds  for 
transp()i*tation  of  oil  in  barrels  than  for  oil  in  tanks,  except 
when  the  competition  with  water  lines  and  railroads  or  com- 
])('tition  between  markets  or  products  has  forced  a  reduction 
in  rates  on  oil  in  barrels  to  the  same  or  nearly  the  same  rates 
chargod  upon  oil  in  tank  cars ;  but  it  is  not  true  and  defend- 
ant denies  that  the  difference  between  the  cost,  expense,  and 
convenience  of  transpoiiation  of  oil  by  the  two  methods  has 
brcn  out  of  proportiotl  to  the  difference  between  the  rates  by 
the  two  methods,  and  denies  in  said  difference  in  expense, 
cost,  and  convenience  is  slight  or  insignificant,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  defendant  avers  that  they  were  so  great  as  to  justify, 
as  it  l)c>li('V(^s,  the  difference  in  rates  charged. 

''(r).j  Dt^ftMulant  admits  that  complainant  ships  in  barrel? 
all  i\w.  oils  he  ships  over  this  defendant's  lines  of  railroad, 
but  it  is  not  true  and  it  denies  that  the  Standard  Oil  Com- 
])anv  shi])s  in  tank  cars  almost  all  the  oil  which  it  ships  over 
(IcffiHlant's  linos  of  railroad.  Defendant  says  that  said  Stand- 
ard Oil  (.'oinpany  since  April  5,  1887,  has  shipped  over  its 
lines  of  railroad  in  barrel  packages,  car-load  shipments,  a 
Hiucu  (j;rcator  (juantity  of  oil  than  complainant  has,  and  at 
tno  same  price  from  and  to  the  same  pointSi  and  it  has  ship- 
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ped  over  its  lines  of  railroad  during  that  period  about  twice 
as  much  oil  in  barrels  as  it  has  shipped  in  tank  cars. 

"  (6.)  Defendant  admits  that  the  rate  of  transportation  of 
oil  from  Louisville  to  the  folloTiing  destinations  are  the  same 
whether  the  oil  is  carried  in  barrel  packages  or  in  tank  cars, 
to  wit :  Mobile,  Ala.,  Meridian,  Miss.,  Jackson,  Tenn.,  New 
Orleans,  La.,  Jackson,  Miss.,  Vicksbui-g,  Miss.,  and  that  the 
rates  are  the  same  for  shipments  from  Cincinnati  to  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.,  and  Mobile,  Ala.,  and  such  is  true,  not  as  a  mat- 
ter of  choice  of  this  defendant,  but  because  the  competition 
with  water  lines,  directly  and  indirectly,  at  said  points,  or 
competition  with  railroad  lines  or  between  markets  or  pro- 
ducts reduced  the  rates  for  shipment  of  oil  to  these  points  to 
the  regular  rates  of  shipment  of  oil  in  tank  cars. 

"  (7.)  Defendant  admits  that  since  Ai)rir  5,  1887,  it  has 
charged  for  the  transportation  of  oils  from  Cincinnati  and 
from  Louisville  to  Birmingham,  Ala.,  Calera,  Ala.,  Mont- 
gomery, Ala.,  and  Selma,  Ala.,  the  same  freight  rate  in  all 
cases  to  each  of  said  points,  and  that  the  distance  from  Cin- 
cinnati and  Louisville  by  its  road  is  to  Calera  33  miles 
greater  than  to  Birmingham,  and  to  Montgomery  is  C3  miles 
greater  than  to  Calera,  and  that  oils  transported  over  its  lines 
of  road  from  Cincinnati  or  Louisville  to  Montgomery  are 
carried  tlirough  Birmingham  and  Calera,  but  not  through 
Selma,  nor  is  Selma  on  defendant's  lines  of  raih'oad  ;  but  said 
rates  were  not  made  nor  are  thev  controlled  bv  tliis  defend- 
ant.  The  same  are  fixed  and  regulated  by  the  competition 
with  water-ways  and  raih'oad  lines  over  which  defendant  had 
and  has  no  control,  and  are  in  and  of  themselves  fair,  just, 
and  reasonable. 

"  For  answer  to  the  fourth  charge  made  in  complainant's 
bill  and  the  specifications  thereunder  defendant  — 

"  (1.)  Denies  that  it  has  since  April  5,  1887,  charged  or 
received  for  thc^  trans]ioi'tation  by  it  of  such  oils  from  Cin- 
cinnati  or  from  Louisville,  to  points  reached  by  its  lines  of 
railroad  in  states  other  than  Ohio  and  Kentucky,  a  greater 
compensation  in  the  aggi-egate  for  a  shorter  than  a  longta* 
distance  on  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  where  tli<* 
shorter  was  included  within  the  longer  distance,  and  whose 
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transportation  being  under  substantially  the  same  or  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions. 

''  (2.)  Defendant  admits  that  the  charges  made  by  it  for 
shipments  of  oil  from  Cincinnati  and  from  Louisyille  to  the 
various  points  set  out  in  complainant's  bill  under  this  charge, 
and  the  distance  to  each  of  said  points  from  Cincinnati  and 
Louisville,  respectively,  is  as  given  by  complainant  in  its  first 
and  second  specifications  under  the  fourtli  charge  in  his  bill, 
with  the  exception  that  the  rate  from  Cincinnati  to  New 
Orleans  should  be  34  cents  per  100  pounds  and  to  Mobile 
the  same,  and  the  distance  from  Louisville  to  Mobile  is  670 
miles,  and  the  rates  should  be  from  Louisville  to  New 
Orhjuus,  30  cents  per  100  pounds,  to  Binningham  46  7-10, 
and  to  ^lobile  30  cents,  but  defendant  says  that  said  respect* 
ivt)  shipnionts  to  said  several  points  were  made  under  the 
very  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  as  aforesaid^ 
justifying  and  authorizing,  as  it  believes,  the  diflferent  rates 
cliarged  to  the  different  places  as  aforesaid. 

''  (3.)  Defendant  denies  that  any  of  the  alleged  discrimina- 
tions af^ainst  complainant,  or  the  alleged  unreasonably  high 
and  unjust  charges  against  him  set  out  in  his  bill  of  com- 
})laint,  have  had  any  efiect  or  were  designed  to  affect  or  to 
j^ive  to  said  Standard  Oil  Company  a  monopoly  of  the  traffic 
in  such  oils  at  the  points  or  any  points  reached  by  its  lines 
of  lailroatl,  or  to  exclude  complainant's  products  from  nearly 
all  or  any  of  aforesaid  points,  and  it  denies  that  such  alleged 
discriminations  or  charges,  or  l)oth,  have  been  made  by  de- 
fendant at  the  dictation  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company,  and  it 
(li^nies  that  by  reason  of  such  alleged  discriminations  or  such 
alle<:je(l  unjust  and  unreasonably  high  charges,  or  both,  com- 
plainant has  been  injured  in  his  business,  or  that  thereby  he 
li.is  lost  profits  that  he  wcmld  otherwise  have  realized. 

''  Wlu^ther  complainant  in  all  other  respects  than  for  said 
transportation  during  all  or  any  of  the  time  since  April  5, 
1S.S7,  has  had  ample  facilities  or  what  facilities,  it  has  had  for 
the  transaction  of  a  large  or  a  profitable  business  in  the  sale 
of  said  oils  in  said  markets,  or  that  but  for  said  alleged  un- 
j  jst  and  unreasonable  cliarges  and  alleged  ni^ust  discrimina- 
tJons  complainant  would  have  prosecuted  such  with  profit  to 
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himself,  defendant  does  not  know  and  cannot  state  from  its 
belief  or  otherwise." 

All  the  other  petitions  were  filed  simultaneously  with  the 
one  above  mentioned — that  is  to  say,  July  22,  1887» 

The  pleadings  in  the  other  cases  it  is  deemed  sufficient  to 
present  in  brief  synopsis. 

The  petition  against  the  St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and 
Southern  Kailwav  charf]jes  that  defendant  Aioiates  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce — 

I.  By  making  charges  for  services  to  be  rendered  in  the 
transportation  of  petrohium  oils  from  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  to 
j)oiuts  on  its  line  in  the  State  of  Arkansas  which  in  them- 
selves are  unreasonably  high. 

II.  By  having,  ever  since  April  5,  1887,  charged  complain- 
ant for  services  to  be  rendered  by  defendant  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  such  oils  for  complainant  from  St.  Louis,  Mo,,  to 
points  in  other  states  a  greater  compensation  than  it  has 
charged  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company  of  Missouri  for  like 
and  contemporaneous  services. 

m.  By  having,  since  April  5,  1887,  in  its  charges  for  the 
transportation  of  such  oils,  uniformly  given  undue  and  un- 
reasonable i^references  and  advantages  to  said  Waters-Pierce 
Oil  Company  of  Missouri,  and  subjected  complainant  to  un- 
due and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage. 

The  answer  of  this  defendant  meets  the  charges  with  full 
and  specific  denial. 

In  the  ease  against  the  Mobile  and  Oliio  Bailroad  Com- 
pany the  issue  was  so  far  narrowed  by  a  stipulation  of  the 
parties  hereinafter  given  as  to  render  unnecessary  any  state- 
ment of  the  pleadings  in  this  place. 

In  the  case  against  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas 
Pacific  Railway  Company  the  charges  are  that  defendant  has 
violat(Kl  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce — 

I.  By  making  charges  for  services  to  be  rendered  li.  Mie 
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transportation  of  petroleum  oil  from  Cincinnati,  Ohf.o,  to 
}n)iiits  on  its  road  in  other  states  than  Ohio  which  in  them- 
selves were  unjust  and  unreasonably  high. 

II.  By  charging  complainant  for  services  to  be  rendered 
in  the  transportation  of  petroleum  oil  a  greater  compensation 
than  it  charged  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  for 
Yikv.  and  contemporaneous  services. 

III.  By  having  in  its  rates  charged  for  services  rendered 
and  to  be  rendered  for  the  transportation  of  said  oils  for  com- 
])lainant  and  said  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky,  tmi- 
fornily  made  and  given  undue  and  unreasonable  preferences 
and  advantages  to  said  Standard  Oil  Company,  and  subjected 
(•()ULi)hiinant  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disad- 
vantage. 

The  answer  meets  the  charges  with  a  full  and  specific 
denial. 

The  petition  against  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and 
Texas  Pacific  Railway  Company,  joined  with  the  Alabama 
(ire at  Southern  Eailroad  Company,  charges  a  violation  of 
the  said  Act  to  Begulate  Commerce — 

I.  By  making  charges  for  services  to  be  rendered  in  the 
transportation  of  petroleum  oil  in  themselves  unjust  and  un- 
n^asonably  high. 

II.  By  having  in  the  rates  charged  for  services  rendereu 
and  to  be  rendered  in  the  transportation  of  petroleum  oil  for 
complainant  and  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky, 
resi)eetively,  uniformly  made  and  given  undue  and  unreason- 
able })reference  and  advantage  to  said  Standard  Oil  Company 
and  subjected  complainant  to  undue  and  unreasonable  preju- 
dice and  disadvantage. 

III.  By  having  charged  for  the  transportation  of  petro- 
leum oil  from  Cincinnati  to  points  reached  by  defendants* 
roads  a  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  a  shorter 
than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  di- 
rcction^  the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  distonoe,  aiuj^ 
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the  transportation  being  under  substantially  the  same  cfr- 
cumstances  and  conditions. 

Defendants  meet  the  first  and  second  charges  by  denial, 
and  they  also  deny  that  since  the  expiration  of  the  order  of 
relief  made  on  their  behalf  on  the  19th  day  of  April,  1887, 
they  have  made  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  of  the 
same  property  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  in- 
cluded in  the  greater  distance. 

The  petition  against  the  Mississippi  and  Tennessee  Kail- 
road  Company  charges  violation  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce' by  making  charges  for  the  transportation  of  petroleum 
oils  from  Memphis,  Tenn.,  to  Grenada,  Miss.,  which  are  in 
themselves  unreasonably  high. 

The  answer  justifies  the  charges. 

The  petition  against  the  Newj^ort  News  and  Mississippi 
Valley  Company  and  the  Louisville,  New  Orleans  and  Texas 
Railway  Company  charges  violation  of  the  Act  to  Begulate 
Commerce  : 

I.  In  making  charges  for  services  rendered  and  to  be  ren- 
dered by  defendants  in  the  transportation  of  petroleum  oils 
from  Louisville,  Ky.,  to  Vicksburg,  New  Orleans,  and  other 
points  which  in  themselves  are  unjust  and  unreasonably  high. 

II.  By  having  uniformly  since  April  5,  1887,  made  and 
given  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  and  advantage  to  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky,  and  subjected  complain- 
ant to  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  and  disadvantage. 

The  defendants  answer  separately  with  specific  denial. 

The  petition  against  the  Newport  News  and  Mississippi 
Valley  Company  and  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company 
charges  a  violation  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce — 

I.  By  making  charges  for  services  rendered  and  to  be  rer- 
dered  by  defendants  in  the  transportation  of  petroleum  oil 
from  Louisville,  Ky.,  and  points  on  their  lines  in  other  States 
which  were  in  themselves  unjust  and  unreasonably  high. 
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TF.  By  Laving  in  the  rates  charged  by  them  for  services 
re  ndoriHl  unci  to  be  rendered  for  complainant  and  for  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  uniformly  made  and 
givc'ii  imdue  and  unreasonable  preference  and  advantage  to 
said  Standard  Oil  Company  and  subjected  the  complainant 
to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage. 

The  charges  are  fully  met  and  denied  by  the  answers. 

The  petition  against  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Com- 
pany charges  a  violation  of  said  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce : 

I.  By  making  charges  for  services  to  be  rendered  in  the 
transportation  of  petroleum  oils  from  Cairo,  in  the  State  of 
Illinois,  to  points  on  its  line  of  railroad  in  other  States,  which 
were  in  themselves  unjust  and  unreasonably  high. 

II.  By  having,  since  July  9,  1887,  charged  and  received 
for  the  transportation  of  petroleum  oils  from  Cairo,  HI.,  to 
points  reached  by  defendant's  line  of  railroad  in  other  States 
:i  gn  at(a*  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  a  shorter  than 
for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direc- 
tion, the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  distance,  and 
the  trans])ortation  being  under  substantially  the  same  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions. 

The  answer  denies  the  first  charge,  and  denies  that  the 
jjjroat(^r  cliar<^os  made  for  shorter  than  for  longer  hauls  over 
the  same  line  in  the  same  direction  are  made  under  substan- 
tially similar  circumstances  and  conditions. 

Such  wer(»  the  issues  made  in  the  several  cases. 

The  tt^stimony  upon  which  the  cases  have  been  submitted 
was  taken  in  the  main  on  oral  examination  of  witnesses  at 
the  public  sessions  of  the  Commission,  and  the  fullest  oppor- 
tunity was  given  for  bringing  out  all  the  facts.  The  officers 
of  the  defendant  companies  connected  with  the  freight  de- 
])artm(^nts  of  their  roads,  respectively,  were  examined,  and 
the  wovkinf^s  of  tlio  roads,  so  far  as  concerns  this  particular 
article  of  traffic  were  fully  gone  into,  with  the  purpose  on 
the  part  of  tlie  Commission  to  ascertain,  if  possible,  not  only 
whether  any  of  the  defendants  had  been  guilty  of  aniawful 
discrimination  against  the  complainant  in  the  pariioulais' 
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<;hfirgocl,  but  also  whether  the  goiieral  course  of  the  defend- 
iiiits  ill  respect  to  the  transpoi-tation  of  oil  was  relatively  fair 
and  just  as  between  diflereut  shippers,  and  also  as  between 

the  defendants  and  the  <j;eneral  pviblic. 

The  case  of  two  of  the  defcnidants  was,  however,  so  differ- 
ent as  to  make  tlioin  stand  altogether  apart  from  the  main 
contest  whicdi  was  made  bv  the  othei's  and  to  which  the  evi- 
dence  was  directed.  It  will,  therefore,  be  most  convenient  to 
say  in  respect  to  them,  in  this  place,  all  that  we  think  there 
is  occasion  to  say  at  this  time,  and  afterwards  to  dispose  of 

th(5  others  together. 

In  the  case  of  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Co.  counsel 

for  the  respective  paiiies  have  signed  and  filed  the  following 

paper : 

"It  is  hereby  understood  and  agreed  by  and  between 
George  Rice,  complainant,  and  The  Mobile  and  Ohio  Bail- 
road  Company,  defendant,  in  the  above-entith^d  cause,  that 
the  com})]ainant  makes  no  objection  to  the  rates  of  the  de- 
fendant for  transpoiiiing  coal  oil  over  its  line  of  railroad  as 
8])ecified  and  shown  in  the  third  paragraph  of  the  answer  of 
the  defendant  to  the  p(jtitioii  of  the  complainant,  except  that 
said  specification  of  rates  shows  tliat  the  def<»ndant  charges 
less  for  the  transportation  of  oil  from  Cairo,  111.,  to  Mobile, 
Ala.,  than  it  does  to  jDoints  between  Mobile,  Ala.,  and  Cairo, 
111. 

"  It  is  fuiiher  understo<:)d  and  agi-eed  that  the  defendants 
admits  that  its  rates  for  the  trans] )oi*tation  of  oil  over  its 
lines  from  Cairo,  111.,  to  Mobile,  Ala.,  are  less  than  the  rate 
for  like  transportation  of  oil  from  Cairo,  111.,  to  points  be- 
tween Cairo,  111.,  and  Mobile,  Ala. 

"  It  is  further  understood  and  agreed  that  the  defendant 
claims  that  the  rate  for  the  transportation  of  coal  oil  to  Mo-, 
bile,  Ala.,  is  fixed  by  water  competition  in  connection  with 
tJie  shoi*t  rail  haul  from  New  Orleans,  La. 

"  It  is  further  understood  and  agreed  that  the  defendant 
claims  that  it  is  authorized  to  make  the  less  charge  for  trans- 
porting oil  in  cases  like  Mobile,  Ala.,  by  the  terms  of  the 
provisions  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act;* 
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Tho  question  wliicli  this  paper  undertakes  to  submit  to  our 
(Ircisiou  concerns  other  eaniers  and  their  customers  quite  as 
niucli  as  it  does  these  parties,  and  a  decision  upon  it  would 
be  far  i-eaehiiig  in  its  eonsequenct^s.  This  fact  of  itself  wouhl 
1k^  Miiij)le  reason  wliy  wit  shouhl  proceed  cautiously  in  any 
(•()!isi(U»ration  we  should  giv(i  it,  and  why  we  should  require 
from  a  ])artv  raisiuf^  it  a  v(;rv  full  piesentation  of  such  facts 
jis  v.'oiiJd  liav(>  lef^itimate  bearing  upon  it. 

A  full  ])i(*s(Mitation  was  not  made  on  the  hearing;  the  mat- 
Ici*  Vic;  ived  v(»rv  little  attention  and  the  facts  were  very  im- 
))eifr(tly  brought  out.  AV^e  could  not  intelligently  dispose  of 
the  ([aestioii  on  the  facts  now  in  proof,  and  it  would  be  un- 
just to  ])arties  not  now  before  us  to  make  any  attempt  to  do 
so.  Tudc^r  the  circumstanct^s,  therefore,  we  shall  make  no 
(>r<liu*  in  this  ease,  leaving  the  parties  to  bring  the  subject  to 
our  attention  hereafter  a.s  thev  may  think  thev  have  occasion. 
IMiis  disposition  of  the  case  for  the  time  being  decides  noth- 
ing and  eonehiih^s  no  one. 

AVhat  is  said  on  this  subject  is  equally  applicable  to  each 
of  tjie  other  causes  in  which  a  violation  of  the  long-and-short- 
haul  rule  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  was  charged.  In 
unuo  of  the  cases  was  special  attention  given  to  this  feature 
of  tli(i  controvtTsy  on  the  hearing,  or  any  such  examination 
of  the  facts  gone  into  as  would  assist  the  Commission  to  safe 
judgments.  Oth(»r  charges  were  contested  sharply  and  per- 
sistently, but  this  pai-ticular  charge  was  scarcely  noticed. 
Tnder  sueh  eircumstanees,  if  we  were  to  pass  judgment  upon 
it,  it  would  be  nec(^ssary  to  institute  fui-ther  inquiries  and 
niak(*  investigations  on  our  own  behalf;  and  this  wo  think 
uncalled  for  in  this  controversy  at  this  time.  If  a  decision 
uj)on  it  is  dcHuned  important  it  may  be  assumed  the  parties, 
when  it  iniits  their  convenience,  will  renew  the  subject,  and 
{•resent  the  considerations  which  bear  upon  it  more  fully. 

The  otlujr  of  the  tv/o  cases  mentioned  is  that  of  the  Missis- 
si[>pi  and  Tennessee  llailroad  Company,  in  which  the  only 
matter  put  in  issue  was  whether  the  rates  charged  upon  bar- 
rel oil  from  Memphis,  Tenn.,  to  Grenada,  Miss.,  are  reason- 
abl(\  The  sMpments  made  over  defendant's  road  are  very 
f  ew,  and  have  been  mostly  made  by  others  than  complainant. 
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It  does  not  appear  that  others  are  eomplainiiig.  Upon  tho 
question  of  reasonableness  the  ease  is  almost  entirely  with- 
out proof.  Complainant  relies  upon  the  three  facts  that  the 
rates  are  higher  than  generally  prevail  elsewhere,  that  they 
were  formerly  lower  on  this  road,  and  that  the  defendant 
now  carries  the  same  commodity  to  points  beyond  Orenadii 
at  lower  rates.  The  first  two  grounds  of  objection  are  not 
very  conclusive.  It  is  probable  that  defendant  could  not 
support  a  useful  existence  if  it  were  compelled  to  measure  its 
charges  by  those  made  by  carriers  whose  lines  command  a 
heavier  and  more  steady  business.  It  is  also  not  unlikely 
that  this  defendant  at  times  has  made  rates  it  could  not  abide 
by  permanently  without  bankruptcy.  Most  of  tlie  railroad 
companies  of  the  country  at  some  time  or  other  have  done  so. 
The  third  ground  presents  the  «ame  cpiestion  which,  in  the 
case  of  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  we  declined 
to  decide  without  some  showing  to  enable  us  to  see  how  the 
decision  would  affect  the  raih'oad  business  of  the  section. 
We  are  absolutely  A^dthout  any  such  showing  in  this  case, 
and  we  think  it  entirely  reasonable  and  proper,  therefore,  to 
decline  to  make  any  order. 

We  now  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  cases  of  the  other  de- 
fendants, and  in  doing  so  it  is  to  be  understood  that  wheu 
the  term  defendants  is  made  use  of  it  applies  to  those  only 
whose  cases  are  under  consideration,  and  does  not  include 
the  Mobile  and  Ohio  and  the  Mississippi  and  Tennessee 
Railroad  Companies,  or  eith(jr  of  them. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeal's — and  we  find  the  fact  to  be 
— that  there  are  two  general  methods  for  the  transportation 
of  petroleum  oil  and  its  i)roducts  by  rail,  the  (me  being  in 
barrels  holding  an  average  of  fifty  gallons,  and  the  bther  be- 
ing in  large  iron  tanks  which  are  permanently  fixed  upon  flat 
cars  so  as  to  constitute  a  i)aiii  of  the  cars  themselves.  Some 
oil  is  carried  in  cans  also,  but  that  method  does  not  come  in 
question  in  these  cases.  The  tanks  vary  greatly  in  size, 
some  holding  not  more  than  three  thousand  gallons,  or  sixty 
barrels,  while  others  hold  twice  that  quantity.  The  refined 
oil,  which  is  the  kind  that  constitutes  the  subject  of  contro- 
versy in  these  cases^  weighs  six  and  a  half  pounds  to  the  gal* 
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Ion;  the  barrels  in  which  the  oil  is  shipped- weigh  about 
Keventy-five  pounds  each,  and  a  barrel  with  its  contents 
about  four  hundred  pounds.  The  tank  cars  which  are  sent 
into  the  territory  in  which  the  defendants  operate  are  all 
(ntlier  oA\Tied  by  the  shippers  themselves  or  are  procured  by 
thorn  from  some  other  source  than  the  railroad  companiesy 
the  latter  never  having  supplied  themselves  with  roUingstock 
for  the  purposes  of  this  traffic.  The  Louisville  and  Nashville 
Eailroad  Com2)any  and  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and 
Tiixas  Pacific  Railway  Company  are  severally  owners  of  the 
trucks  and  bodies  of  a  few  tank  cars,  but  even  of  these  the 
tanks  are  owned  by  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Keatucky, 
so  that  they  are  not  offered  for  use  to  shippers  in  general. 

In  the  rate  sheets  which  are  published  by  the  defendant, 
rat<>.s  are  named  for  the  transportation  of  oil  in  barrels  and 
oil  in  tanks;  the  latter,  however,  not  to  all  points,  but  in 
general  only  to  the  points  at  which  preparations  have  been 
made  by  a  shipper  to  receive  and  store  the  oil  shipped  by 
that  method.  In  some  cases  rates  are  named  to  points 
wliere  no  such  preparations  are  made  ;  the  reason  for  which, 
if  there  is  any,  has  not  been  very  clearly  explained  to  us. 
Generally  the  rate  when  the  transportation  is  in  tanks  is  by 
the  car,  but  where  it  is  in  barrels  it  is  by  the  barrel,  in  car* 
load  lots,  or  by  the  hundred  pounds.  None  of  the  rate  sheets 
of  the  defendant  which  were  put  in  evidence  notified  the 
shipper  tliat  the  canier  was  not  prepared  ^  furnish  rolling- 
sto(;k  for  transporting  the  oil  in  either  mode,  a  reasonable 
inference  from  the  rate  sheet  not  otherwise  explained  would 
be  that  it  was.  Thus  the  Newport  News  and  Mississippi 
Valley  Company,  by  tariff  D  377, 'gives  rates  as  follows: 
Louisville,  Ky.,  to  Memphis,  Tcnn.,  coal  oil,  car-load,  in 
barrels,  45c. ;  coal  oil  in  tanks  per  tank  car,  $25. 

If,  however,  the  owner  of  oil  at  Louisville  should  desire  to 
send  a  consignment  of  oil  in  tanks  to  Memphis,  and  should 
ap})ly  to  have  cars  furnished  him  for  the  purpose,  he  would 
hi)  told  at  once  that  the  company  did  not  supply  tank  cars 
its  customers ;  that  if  they  desired  to  avail  ll  1^       of  i 

mc^tliod  of  transportation  they  must  not  oxdy  pay     b  ;     t»       h 
scribed,  but  they  must  also  furnish  the  company     th 
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Tliis  is  obviously  a  most  import.int  qualification  of  the  rato 
itscilf ;  and  if  the  shipper  must  furnish  the  car  at  his  own  ex- 
pense, the  actual  cost  to  liiui  of  the  transpoiiation  ^rill  very  much 
exceed  the  published  rate.  This,  however,  does  not  seem  to 
})e  generally  expected;  on  the  contrary,  there  seems  to  be  a 
;^eneral,  though  not  a  universal,  understanding  among  rail- 
road companies  in  the  southwest,  including  the  defendants, 
that  the  party  furnishing  a  tank  car  shall  be  i)aid  trackage 
ifor  its  use  at  the  rate  customar}'  among  railroad  companies, 
namely,  three-foui'ths  of  a  cent  a  mile  going  and  returning, 
with  the  privilege  on  the  part  (^f  the  railroad  company  of 
loading  the  car  with  return  fndght  when  any  is  offered,  or  is 
I)rocurable. 

One  dillicultj'  with  this  understanding  is  that  it  does  not 
appear  in  the  rate  sheets.  The  sixth  section  of  the  Act  to 
Ilegulate  Commerce  provides  that  "every  common  carrier 
subject  to  th(^.  provisions  of  this  act  shall  print  and  keep  for 
public  inspection  schedules  showing  the  rates  and  fares  and 
charges  for  the  transpoi'tation  of  passengei's  and  property 
which  any  such  connnon  carrier  has  established,  and  which 
are  in  force  at  the  time  upon  its  railroad,  as  defined  by  the 
first  section  of  this  act.  The  schedules  printed  as  aforesaid 
by  any  such  common  carrier  shall  plainly  state  the  places  up- 
on its  railroad  between  which  property  and  passengei^  will 
be  carried,  and  shall  contain  the  classification  of  freight  in 
force  upon  such  railroad,  and  shall  also  stat(^  separately  tho 
terminal  charges,  and  any  rules  or  regulations  which  in  any 
wise  change,  allect,  or  determine  any  part  of  the  aggregate  of 
such  aforesaid  rates  and  fares  ami  charges." 

The  purpose  of  this  provision  is  very  manifest  and  is  well 
understood.  It  intends  that  every  person  desiring  to  avail 
himself  of  the  facilities  afforded  by  the  railroads  of  tho 
country  should  be  enabled  to  tell  for  himself,  without  being 
under  the  necessity  of  calling  in  tho  aid  of  any  railroad 
agent  or  other  persons,  what  charges  he  must  pay  for  tho 
transportation  of  his  person  or  his  property,  and  also  Ijavo 
in  the  published  rate  sheets  an  accurate  test  of  the  correct- 
ness of  any  exaction.  The  rate  sheets  introduced  by  the  «le- 
fendants  in  these  cases  can  hardly  be  said  to  give  this  infor- 
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mat  ion.  They  omit  to  give  a  rule,  regulation,  or  understand- 
iu^  wliicli  lius  very  important  bearing  on  the  rates,  and  they 
wholly  omit  to  notify  the  owner  of  oil  that  the  carriers  mak- 
in;^  thom  do  not  furnish  him  with  cars  for  one  of  the  meth- 
ods of  transportation  which  in  terms  they  oflfer  to  bim.  The 
rate  sheets,  therefore,  require  to  bo  supplemented  by  other 
information,  and  it  is  from  ihis  fact  that  some  part  of  the 
controversy  between  these  pai-ties  has  arisen. 

It  was  said  on  the  argument  that  the  railroad  companies 
w(4'e  undt^r  obligj^tion  to  furnish  tanks  no  more  than  they 
wire  to  furnish  barrels ;  that  tanks  and  barrels  were  only 
dillVr(uit  kinds  of  caskets  for  holding  the  property  which  was 
to  \)i)  conveyed,  and  it  was  matter  of  course  that  the  shipper 
should  I'urnish  them  for  himself.  This  might  be  quite  true  if 
iiie  tank,  like  the  barrel,  was  received  from  the  consignor  and 
taken  for  delivery  to  the  consignee,  as  packages  usually  are  ; 
but  it  is  not.  It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  a  part  of  the  car 
itself,  as  much  as  are  the  sides  to  an  ordinary  box  car ;  it  is 
]>rovi(led  only  to  hold  the  oil  for  transportation,  while  tbo 
barrel  holds  it  both  before  and  after  shipment,  as  an  article 
of  mercliandiso,  and  is  bought  and  sold  with  it.  The  shipper 
in  barrels,  it  is  quite  true,  is  expected  to  deliver  his  merchan- 
dise in  that  form  of  package,  and  the  rate  bill  informs  him 
what  he  must  jmy  upon  it.  The  party  proposing  to  ship  in 
tanks  does  not  receive  from  the  rate  sheets  equivalent  infor- 
mation ;  and  if  outside  the  rate  sheets  he  learns  that  ho 
must  furnish  the  tank  cars,  he  is  still  unapprised  upon  what 
iernis  this  is  to  be  done,  and  must  seek  the  information  from 
tlie  officers  or  agents  of  tlio  carrier. 

But  when  he  seeks  this  information  ho  learns  inomiediately 
tliat  the  matter  is  or  may  be  the  subject  of  private  negotia- 
tion, and  ])erhaps  of  difTerent  terms  in  different  cases.  Thus 
th(^  evils  at  which  this  provision  of  the  statute  was  aimed 
make  th(^ir  appearance  immediately.  Ho  is  not  informed  by  • 
t  iie  rate  sheets  what  he  will  be  charged  for  the  service  to  be 
n  ndi^red  him,  and  when  he  seeks  the  information  he  finds 
the  t(*rnis  are  to  bo  the  subject  of  bargain  ;  but  a  bargain  im- 
])lies  a  ditHn-ence  in  terms  in  different  cases.  We  are  not  to 
be  understood  as  finding  or  as  intimating  an  opinion  that  all 
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of  these  defendants  have  made  different  terms  in  different 
(;ases.  The  evidence  as  to  the  most  of  them  has  no  tendency 
to  establish  against  them  such  a  charge.  We  say  only  that 
as  they  have  not  by  their  rate  sheets  bound  themselves  to 
any  particular  terms,  the  precise  terms  must  be  fixed  in  some 
other  way.  If  any  one  carrier  has  a  definite  and  uniform 
j)ractice  on  the  subject  it  will  not  be  chargeable  with  dis- 
crimination while  the  practice  is  followed  ;  but  uniformity  of 
practice,  while  it  shows  correct  motives,  does  not  excuse  a 
fiiilure  to  give  full  information  to  the  public  in  the  rate  sheets. 
In  the  case  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Com- 
I^any,  however,  it  clearly  appears  that  the  private  arrange- 
ments made  for  the  use  of  cars  have  been  different  in  the 
(\'ise  of  different  shippers,  and  that  it  has  no  definite  rule  on 
the  subject.  The  general  freight  agent  of  that  road,  being  on 
the  stand,  was  asked : 

"  What  do  you  charge  for  bringing  these  empty  tank  cars 
back  from  the  south  V  What  wouhl  you  charge  Mr.  Eice  ?" 

Answer.  "  Not  less  than  a  cent  and  a  half ;  we  might 
<jljarge  three  cents.  If  he  wished  to  make  arrangements 
with  us  now  we  should  probably  charge  him  a  cent  and  a 
half,  or  might  c'liarge  him  three  cc?nts.  It  would  depend  on 
the  section  of  the  country  to  which  he  wanted  to  ship." 

A  little  further  on  he  is  asked  by  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mission : 

'*  When  these  tank  cars  go  south  do  you  take  the  risk  of 
(getting  a  load  back,  or  do  you  perform  your  contract  when 
you  take  the  oil  to  the  place  of  destination,  leaving  the  car 
tli(^re  V  I  want  to  know  what  your  contract  covers.  You 
iulv<»rtise  to  take  th(i  oil  for  so  much.  Does  that  mean  simply 
delivering  tli(»  oil  at  the  j)lace  of  destination,  leaving  the 
cither  party  to  get  the  car  back  ?'* 

Answer.  "  Our  rate  on  oil  applies  only  to  the  shipment  of 
that  oil,  but  w<^  are  influenced  in  making  that  rate  by  the 
T»ros])ect  of  return  loads.'* 

Question.  '*  If  you  get  no  return  load  is  the  expense  of 
iiauling  the  em])ty  car  back,  if  you  choose  to  charge  it, 
charged  to  the  shipper?" 
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Answer.  "  If  thoro  were  not  generally  return  loads  we 
would  then  insist  upon  getting  paj  for  hauling  the  car 
back  ?" 

Question.  "  You  charge  so  much  for  hauling  oil  from 
Louisville  to  Montgomery,  and  when  you  deliver  it  there 
that  conii)lete8  your  contract,  and  you  leave  the  car  there  if 
you  phrase  ?" 

Answer.  "  Yea,  sir." 

Question.  ''  And  arc  not  under  obligation  to  bring  the  car 

back  r 

Answ(n\  "  No,  sir." 

Qu(>stion.  ''And  then  the  bringing  the  car  back  is  matter 
of  contract  between  you  and  the  shipper?" 

Answer.  "  Y.is  ;  but  if  you  will  let  me  explain — a  great 
portion  of  the  return  loads  for  these  cars  is  furnished  by  the 
shi|)])ers  of  coal  oil.  The  Hhipments  of  cotton-seed  oil  are 
not  t'urnisluul  by  the  shippers  of  coal  oil,  but  the  cars  that 
carry  down  the  ptitroleum  oil  by  arrangement  with  parties 
down  there  have  the  tank»  Hcnt  back  with  return  loads  of 
cotton-seed  oil.  I  know  of  one  case  in  which  a  firm  in 
Louisville  receiving;  cotton-seed  oil  made  an  arrangement 
with  t\w  owners  oi*  forty-six  cars  to  return  them  filled  with  . 
cotton-seed  oil." 

Question.  "Suppose  a  man  comes  to  you  to  make  a  con- 
tract with  you  for  tninsporting  oil  to  Mobile  or  Montgomery, 
is  your  contract  performed  when  you  reach  the  destinatioui, 
and  niny  you  leave  the  ear  there?" 

Answer.  "  YvH  ;  wti  have  then  performed  our  contract  and 
niav  l<*av(j  the  car  there." 

Question.  "  And  in  respect  «o  bringing  that  car  back,  it 
would  be  matter  of  aiTangenient  or  contract  between  you  and 
uni  f 

Answer.  "Yes,  sir  ;  a  separate  transaction.** 

(Question  by  counsel.  "As  a  matter  of  fact,  whenever  they 
cannot  jjjet ;.  n  turn  load  you  do  haul  them  back  free,  do  you 
not  ?" 

Answer.  "  AVe  have  hauled  a  few  free." 

C)u<  htion.  "  Have  vou  not  hauled  all  that  did  not  contain  ft  . 
return  load  free  V" 
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Answer.  "Wo  have  hauled  free  all  that  did  come  back 
empty  for  some  time." 

.  Question.  "  And  in  every  instance  whore  there  is  no  return 
load  you  haul  back  tlie  empty  car  free  ?" 
^_  Answer.  "  Yes ;  but  those  are  a  small  percentage." 

There  is  tiiso  evidence  that  two  at  least  of  the  other  de- 
fendants are  without  a  unifoi-m  practice  on  this  subject,  aud 
the  general  fi'eiglit  agent  of  another  is  not  fiblo  to  say  how  it 
is  with  his  company  ;  but  wliothcr  the  other  defendants  do 
or  do  not  observe  uniformitv  in  th<ur  doalini's  with  this  sub- 
ject,  it  is  plain  that,  in  failing  to  give  full  information  by 
publication,  a])undant  opportunity  for  discriminations  is  left 
to  agents,  and  it  will  be  surprising  if  these  jire.  not  sometimes 
availed  of,  when,  ])erhai)s,  the  agents  supposii  they  are  act- 
ing eiiti](*ly  within  the  scope  of  their  general  authority  to 
make  contracts. 

We  are  now  to  see  whether  these  defendants  or  any  of 
them  have  been  guilty  of  the  unjust  discrimination  and  of 
the  making  of  excessive  rates  which  are  charged  against 
them. 

The  unjust  discrimination  in  the  cas(M)f  transportation  east 
of  the  Mississij)})i  is  su})posed  to  have  had  for  its  obj(Hjt  the 
giving  of  an  advantage  to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
Kentucky,  and  that  in  the  case  of  transportation  west  of  the 
Mississip]>i  to  have  been  designed  to  favor  the  Waters-Pierce 
Oil  Company  of  St.  Louis.  Both  these  (U)mpanies  are  spo- 
ken of  as  Standard  Oil  companies.  It  wr.s  testified  before  us 
that  a  controlling  interest  in  each  of  them  is  held  by  the 
Standaril  Oil  Trust.  This  evidence  was  given  by  (mo  of  the 
truste(\s  of  the  Trust,  who  also  testified  that  the  ('apital  rep- 
resented by  the  Trust  was  about  nim4.y  million  dollars. 
Another  witness,  who  assumed  to  have  some  knowledge  on 
the  subject,  (estimated  the  actual  cash  value  of  this  cajntal  at 
one  lnindr<'<l  and  fifty  millions.  Whether  the  one  estimate 
or  the  other  is  the  eoiTect  one,  this  is  an  immense  property  to 
be  und(»r  the  control  of  eight  trustees,  as  this  ap])ears  to  be. 
It  represents  a  great  number  of  prosperous  establishments  in 
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(lifleront  parts  of  the  country,  and  it  gives  an  immense  power 
whicli  is  (capable  of  being  ho  employed  as  to  put  all  competi- 
tors at  a  ^reat  and  perhaps  ruinous  disadvantage.  It  is  of 
tiio  utiuosc  importance,  therefore,  that  the  several  railroad 
(!(>iiipaiiios  which  are  patronized  by  them  should  not  only  ab- 
stain fr(;in  ^*auting  to  those  who  wield  this  power  any  special 
and  ])e('uliar  ])rivile<^oH,  but  should  as  far  as  possible  avoid 
jijiviiij;  cause  for  suspicion  that  they  are  so  doing. 

It  is  but  just  to  the  def(3ndants  in  these  cases  to  say  tliat 
no  (^vi(l(aice  was  j^iving  tending  to  show  that  they  had  favored 
the  Standard  Oil  Companies  specially  as  distinguished  from 
othca-  (companies,  firms,  or  individuals  who  shipped  their  oil 
in  tank  (!ars  ;  for  the  discriminations  which  appeared  on  the 
hearinj^,  and  which  were  relied  upon  as  establishing  the 
( lijir*^es  mad(^  in  the  complaints,  operated  not  in  favor  of  .the 
Standai'd  Oil  Companies  ahme,  but  of  all  shippers  in  tanks. 
The  Standard  Oil  (Uompanies,  however,  were  shown  to  be 
mueli  the  largest  shippers  of  oil  in  this  mode,  and  therefore 
would  be  most  largely  benefited  by  discriminations  against 
the  shippers  in  barrels. 

In  making  ]iroof  of  discriminations  charged,  reliance  was 
liad  in  part  on  the  great  differences  shown  by  the  published 
rat(^  shiH^ts  b(*.tw(H>n  the  (*harg<^s  made  for  the  transportation 
in  tanks  and  in  ban-els;  the  latter  being  almost  invariably 
very  much  higher.  This  it  vfiiH  claimed  was  in  itself  illegal, 
not  being  justified  by  any  difference  in  cost  or  by  other  facts 
or  circumstances.  The  fact  that  a  uniform  charge  was  made 
for  the  trans] )oi-tation  of  tank  ears,  regardless  of  capacity, 
was  also  relied  u])on  as  proof  tending  in  the  same  direction. 

In  turning  our  attention  to  this  question  of  discrimination 
wf'  ."vt^  at  the  (»uts(»t  ccmfronted  with  a  jurisdictional  objection 
whicii  is  inter])os(Hl  (m  behalf  of  one  of  the  defendants,  and 
wliich,  if  valid  on  its  behalf,  is  equally  a  protection  to  all  the 
otli(  rs,  even  though  they  do  not  themselves  advance  it  in  ar- ' 
guin(  nt.  The  objection  is  one  which  goes  to  the  lawful 
authority  of  tiie  (commission  to  make  inquiry  into  the  rela- 
tive e(|uaiitv  and  justice  of  the  rates  charged  for  the  trans- 
port.ition  of  oil  in  baiTcls  and  oil  in  tanks,  respectively.    The 


538  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

point  is  so  important  that  it  is  deemed  proper  to  state  it  in 
tlie  exact  words  of  counsel. 

"  This  case,"  it  is  said,  "  involves  the  question  whether  the 
Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  confers  upon  this  Commission 
jilrisdiction  to  inquire  into  tlie  relative  reasonableness  of 
rates  which  a  common  earner  may  have  adopted  in  good 
faith  for  transporting  the  same  traffic  in  different  modes. 

"  The  question  assumes  that  the  carrier,  in  adopting  the 
different  modes  of  trauspoi-tation  and  in  lixin;^  the  different 
rates  therefor,  has  not  acted  capriciously  or  maliciously,  but 
in  good  faitli,  according  to  its  best  judgment,  with  a  view  to 
subserve  what  it  regards  its  best  interests. 

"The  (question  also  assumes  that  the  carrier  offers  the  dif- 
ferent modes  of  transportation,  with  thciir  correspondiug 
rates,  ecjually  and  impartially  to  all  shippers  alike ;  that  it  is 
possible  for  the  class  of  persons  usually  engaged  in  that  par- 
ticular traffic  to  conform  to  either  of  the  modes  of  transport- 
ation, and  that  the  highest  rate  charged  for  either  mode  of 
transportation  is  *  reasonable  in  and  of  itself.' 

"  JJy  tli(i  expression  *  reasonable  in  and  of  itself  is  meant 
that  the  hi/liest  rate  cluirged  by  the  carrier  is  no  more  thaa 
a  reas()UiibU>  compensation  for  transporting  the  traffic  in  tht; 
mode  for  which  that  rate  is  charged,  and  that  the  only  grouiul 
for  claiming  it  to  be  unreasonable  is  that  it  is  higher  than 
another  rate  which  is  charged  by  the  same  carrier  for  trans- 
porting the  same  traffic  at  the  same  time  between  the  samt> 
points,  but  by  a  diftV^ent  mode  of  transportation. 

"  It  will  be  conceded  that  this  Commission  was  cremated  by 
the  Ai-t  of  Congress  *  to  liegulate  Commerce  ; '  that  it  has  no 
jurisdiction  except  such  as  is  confeiTed  by  that  act,  and  that 
its  jurisdiction,  so  far  as  this  question  is  cont^erned,  must  be 
found  ill  the  iii'st,  second  or  third  sections  of  said  act,  or  that 
the  juris<H<tion  does  not  exist  at  all. 

"Tlu'  lirst  section  enacts  that  *  all  charges  made  for  any 
scrvi«c>  ■*     *     shall  be  niasonable  and  just.' 

"  Tills  s(  ction  does  no  more  than  announce  a  well -settled 
rule  OL  tlu'  common  law;  but  as  the  Uilited  Statt^s,  regarded 
as  a  (loviTument  distinct  from  the  States,  had  no  common 
law  ul  its  own,  it  required  an  Act  of  Congress  to  adopt  th<^ 
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common-law  principle  into  the  law  of  the  Union  regulating 
iutorstato  commerce. 

''  But  while  the  common  law  did  require  that  all  the 
charges  of  a  common  carrier  shotdd  be  *  reasonable/  it  did 
not  recpiire  that  they  should  be  equal,  even  where  the  service 
was  the  same,  nor  that  they  shotdd  be  proportioned  to  the 
s(^rvicc,  whore  the  service  differed  in  different  cases. 

"  At  common  law,  if  the  rate  charged  A  was  reasonable  in 
and  of  it<df\ie  cjould  not  complain,  even  though  the  carrier 
might  render  precisely  the  same  service  to  B  free  of  any 
charge  whatever ;  and  it  was  to  remedy  this  defect  of  the 
coiiimon  law  that  the  English  Parliament  passed  the  act  of  8 
and  9  Vict.,  chapter  20,  knoi^ii  as  the  Bailway  Clauses  Con* 
solidation  Act  of  1845. 

*'  Thcj  word  *  reasonable,'  as  used  in  the^r*^  section  of  the 
'  A(*t  to  Begnlate  Commerce,*  is  used  in  the  same  sense  iu 
which  it  was  used  at  common  law,  viz.,  reasonable  '  in  and  of 
itsi  If/  without  regard  to  whether  a  low  rate  was  or  was  not 
charg^jd  for  the  same  or  a  similar  service. 

*'  1  concede  that  the  Commission  may,  under  the  first  sec- 
tion, determine  wht^thor  the  rate  upon  coal  oil  in  barrels  is 
reftsonnhle  or  right  *  in  and  of  itself,*  viz.,  wJietlier  it  is  a  fair 
i'i))i}penmiam  for  tluit  particular  mode  of  carrying  coal  oil. 

**  But  I  deny  that  the  Commission  can,  under  the  first  sec- 
tion, lawfully  declare  the  rate  upon  barrels  to  be  unreason- 
able vierchj  hecaum  a  lawer  rate  is  charged  upon  tanks,  even 
though  the  Commission  should  find  that  the  difference  in 
rates  is  greater  than  the  difference  in  the  cost,  &c.,  of  the  two 
liiodes  of  transportation. 

**I  admit  that  where  different  rates  are  charged  the  Com- 
mission nijiy,  und(n-  the  second  section  of  the  act,  determine 
wlietlier  the  rates  are  charged  for  services  which  are  '  like 
and  eonteiiiporanc^ous,'  and  whether  they  are  rendered  under 
siihstaiitially  siiniLir  circumstances  and  conditions,  but  I 
deny  tliat  tlui  Commission  has  any  power  under  the  first  sec- 
tion to  (l(H*laro  that  a  rate  is  not  reasonable  merely  because  it 
is  liigluM*  tlian  anothc^r  rate  charged  by  the  same  carrier  for 
a  (lifV(  rent  service,  even  though  both  services  may  be  rendered 
under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions. 
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"  I  also  admit  tluit  where  different  rates  are  charged,  the 
Commission  may,  under  the  tliird  section,  determine  whether 
such  differences  in  rates  *  makes  or  jj;ives  any  undue  or  unreas- 
onable preference  or  advantage  to  any  pai-ticular  person, 
company,  tirm,  corporaticm,  or  locality,  or  any  particidar  de- 
scription of  traffic,'  but  I  deny  chat  the  Commission  has  any 
power,  under  \\\<s  jiri<t  section,  to  declare  that  a  rate  open  to 
all  persons  is  not  re((f>uuublc  merely  because  it  gives  an  ad- 
vantagii  to  the  person  who  accepts  it  over  an<;ther  i)ersou 
who  voluntarily  selei-ts  a  diff'crent  mode  of  transpoiiatiou  for 
whicli  a  liigh(^r  latc  is  charged. 

"  A  iiKTc  diUVmice  of  rales  mav  in  manv  easels  constitute  a 
violaiiou  of  sections  'J  jvnd  o,  but  it  can  never  constitute 
a  violation  of  section  1  of  the  act. 

**  It  matters  not  liow  great  the  difference-  between  two  rates 
may  be,  it  can  nover  jiuiount  to  a  violation  of  section  1  if  the 
higher  rate  is  *  ///.  (Utd  of  Unci f  reason ahh  (oul  jui^t^ — i.  6.,  only 
a  fair  compensation  for  the  service  for  which  that  particular 
rate  is  charge  hI. 

"  Thci  fact  that  seu-tions  2  and  3  of  tlu>  act  give  to  the  Com- 
mission ample  powc^rs  in  regard  to  dijfhrjtcca  in  rates  is 
strongly  persuasive  that  section  1  was  intended  to  be  con- 
fined to  tlio  roasonab](^ness  of  rat(»s." 

In  support  of  thcjsc  viv^ws  cases  are  cited,  and  particularly 
jVicholiMfn  V.  Grcdt  ^^\\<fcnl  li.  R,  Co,,  1  2s c^-.  tV  Mac,  148,  and 
Ureal  Wei<tcni  11.  TL  ( *o,  v.  McCarthtj,  21)  Amei*.  and  Eng.  11. 
It.  Cas.,  87. 

The  cpiestion  thus  presenttMl  is  one  of  considerable  impor- 
tance, and  it  is  forcibly  and  ingeniously  argued  in  an  elabo- 
rate brief.  It  is  seen  that  it  assumes  at  the  outset  "  that 
the  different  modes  of  transportation  witli  the  correspondiiig 
rates  jire  oifc^'ed  equally  an<l  im]>artially  to  all  shippers  alike  ; 
that  it  is  ])ossible  for  the  class  of  persojis  usually  engaged  in 
that  ])artii'u]ar  traffic  to  conform  to  either  of  th(*,  modes  of 
transportntion,  and  that  the  highest  rate  charged  for  cither 
)node  of  trans])ortation  is  reasonable  in  and  of  itscdf.'* 

This  assumption  makes  the  resoii  to  the  one  method  of 
transportation  ratlu^r  than  the  other  a  matter  purely  of  vol- 
xuitary  choice  on  the  part  of  the  shipper,  and  if  the  argu- 
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iiicnt  is  correct  in  further  assuming  that  the  two  methods  are 
(Miually  open  to  all  who  usually  engage  in  the  business,  it 
may  justly  be  arged  with  very  great  force  that  the  party  re- 
sortin^j;  to  the  one  is  by  the  choice  itself  precluded  from  rais* 
in;;  any  cpK^stion  of  relative  reasonableness  by  comparing  the 
rates  he  eliose  with  the  lesser  rates  he  might  have  chosen, 
luit  (lid  not.  It  is  conceded  in  the  statement  of  the  question 
that  no  two  kinds  of  traffic  are  in  question,  but  only  one  kind 
of  traflie  conducted  in  different  ways.  The  merchandise  in 
(lu(^stion  is  a  single  or  identical  article,  and  the  purpose  of 
tlie  transportation  is  to  deUver  the  commodity  to  consignees 
wJioso  competition  in  the  sale  of  it  will  be  wholly  unaffected 
by  the  method  in  which  it  has  been  brought  to  them. 
Whether  it  has  come  in*  barrels  or  in  tanks  is  immaterial 
wlum  the  owuer  offers  it  in  market;  he  can  place  no 
lii<j;her  price  upon  it  in  the  one  case  than  the  other.  It  is 
tluu-c^fore  obvious  that  if  a  heavier  burden  is  laid  upon  one 
metliod  of  transportation  than  is  imposed  upon  the  other,  it 
must  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  impossible  for  those 
Avlio  adopt  the  iirst  method  to  succeed  in  the  competition 
wh(jn  they  meet  the  others  in  the  same  markets.  Their  in- 
ttMt^st,  tlierefore,  in  the  charges  which  are  made  to  their  com- 
])(ititors  is  obvious.  TJnreasonabty  low  charges  to  their  com- 
])(^titors  would  be  as  fatal  to  their  success  as  unreasonably 
lii<j;li  charjj;e8  to  themselves. 

Tlio  most  important  question  that  arises  upon  the  assump- 
tions made  ns  the  basis  for  this  argument  is,  whether  there 
are  in  fact  two  different  modes  of  transportation  which  are 
otft^red,  with  their  corresponding  rates,  equally  and  impar- 
tially to  all  shippers  alike,  and  which  it  is  possible  for  the 
elass  of  persons  usually  engaged  in  the  traffic  freely  to  choose 
Ix^tween.  If  no  such  offer  is  in  fact  made  we  have  no  occa- 
sion to  follow  the  reasoning  of  the  argument.  ^ 

Unless  wo  wholly  misapprehend  the  real  aitoation,  when 
the  rate  sheets  of  these  defendants  are  presented  to  the  dasflf 
of  persons  usually  engaged  in  the  traffic,  the  assumption  thai 
two  different  modes  of  transportation  are  offered  to  thev 
ecpially  and  impartially  is  baseleBS.  No  one  of  these  de» 
f endants  offers  two  modes  of  transportation  in  the  same  sense 
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in  wliieli  it  offers  its  facilities  for  transportation  to  shippers 
of  otlier  commodities.  Each  of  them  supplies  rolling  stock 
for  one  method  onlv,  and  that  one  is  shown  to  be  the  method 
'on  which,  by  their  rate  sheets,  the  heaviest  burdens  are  im- 
posed. No  such  choice  is  given  to  adopt  the  other  mode  as 
would  bo  implied  from  the  language  used  in  stating  thti  ques- 
tion ;  on  the  contrary,  an  applicant  for  that  method  of  trans- 
portation woidd  be  told  he  must  furnish  his  own  rolling  stock ; 
and  this  means  very  much  more  than  might  seem  to  be  indi- 
cated bv  tliis  statement ;  it  means,  if  he  would  make  his  busi- 
ness  a  suc(?ess,  that  he  shall  supply  himself  with  a  very  con- 
siderable number  of  cars,  costing  perhaps  $700  each,  and 
that  he  shall  also  have  stationjiry  tanks  at  the  points  to  which 
his  shipme.nts  arc  to  be  made.  The  cost  of  the  necessary 
terminal  facilities  which  h(»  must  supply  for  himself  we  have 
no  means  from  the  evidence  in  these  cases  of  comparing  with 
the  cost  of  making  j)rovision  for  the  storage  of  barrels  by 
one  who  adopts  that  method.  It  was  testified  that  the  ter- 
minal facilities  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  at 
Selma,  Ahi.,  cost  about  two  thousand  dollars,  and  at  New 
Oilcans  nbout  twenty  thousand.  The  vice-president  of  thti 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company  estimat(^s  the  average  cost  of 
putting  up  stationary  tanks  to  accommodate  tank  shipments, 
including  side  tracks,  etc.,  to  be  from  Sl/JOO  to  $50,000,  ac- 
cording to  the  recpiirements  of  the  station,  exce])t  at  St. 
Louis,  wlj(»re  he  estimates  it  at  S2o0,000.  It  is  ol)vious,  we 
think,  from  the  facts  stated,  that  instead  of  the  defendants 
offering  two  methods  of  transportation  which  are  o])(»n  to  the 
acceptance  of  all,  they  off(?r  only  one  which  is  so  open.  Thc^ 
otlier  is  offered  on  such  terms  that  it  can  by  possibility  be 
acce})ted  only  by  parties  who  can  control  a  c()nsiderabh>  capi- 
tal, and  who  will  supply  for  themselves  an  im])ortant  paii;  of 
the  nutans  of  transportaticm,  and  also  supply  terminal  fMcili- 
ties.  The  man  of  small  me:nis  who  adopts  the  method  of 
trans])ortation  in  barrels  cannot  be  said  to  do  so  of  choicer 
whtMi  the  failuns  of  the  carrier  to  supply  f(^r  the  otluu*  the 
cnstom.'irv  means  of  transportation  compels  him  to  do  so. 

It  w;is  said  on  the  argument  that  this  compulsion  was  not 
the  fault  of  the  caniers,  since  it  resulted  from  the  man's  own 
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circ'umstnnccs  ;  and  it  was  very  justly  remarked  that  it  is  not 
tlio  business  of  earners  to  relieve  against  inequalities  in  the 
pecuniary  condition  of  those  who  give  them  business.  This 
is  perfectly  true.  If  one  man  can  pay  the  extra  charge  which 
is  uuiile  for  being  transported  in  a  palace  car  and  chooses  to 
do  so,  the  fact  constitutes  no  ground  for  complaint  on  the 
j)art  of  aiK^ther  man  who,  by  reason  of  Want  of  means  to  pay 
for  the  like  accommodation,  is  compelled  to  ride  in  the  com- 
mon car.  When  the  carrier  provides  accommodations  for  all 
and  oHers  tbem  impartially,  he  stands  blameless  as  to  those 
whose  circumstances  preclude  acceptance ;  but  that  is  not 
the  ease  wo  have  before  us.  The  carriers  do  not  provide  ac- 
eoiiDiiodatious  for  the  two  methods  of  transportation ;  they 
provid(^  them  for  one  method  only,  and  in  doing  so  they  fall 
siiort  of  what,  in  respect  to  all  other  kinds  of  traffic,  is  prac- 
tically the  universal  custom.  It  is  from  this  fact  that  the 
op])V(^ssion  complained  of  in  these  cases  springs.  The  car- 
riers offer  no  choice  to  their  customers;  they  fail  to  provide 
i'oi-  the  gtjneral  use  of  all  who  may  desire  it  the  rolling-stock 
for  traiisportiuj^  in  the  way  which  they  say  is  most  profit- 
abb^  to  tbouiselves,  this  very  large  traffic,  but  they  give  to 
tlu^  deabirs  wlio  will  perform  this  duty  for  them  rates  so  fa- 
vorabb^  as  to  put  those  who  ado])t  the  only  method  the  car- 
liers  provide  at  such  disadvantage  as  to  preclude  successful 
eoi;ipetiti(m. 

It  (b)(^s  not  seem  to  us  either  just  or  plausible  to  say  under 
s\ich  cinnimstaniios  that  the  person  whose  oil  is  carried  in 
barrels  has  voluntarily  chosen  that  method,  and  has  no  con- 
roYu  with  tb(^  charges  imposed  on  his  competitor  who  adopted 
tlu',  other.  Ho  is,  on  the  contrary,  vitally  concerned  with 
thos(^  cbar;:;es,  and  if  his  own  are  not  to  be  gauged  in  some 
decree  by  tbem,  ho  may  be  ruined  in  his  business  without 
redrisss,  v\en  though  the  charges  he  pays,  when  considered 
by  tbeinscdves,  may  seem  not  unreasonable. 

But  it  is  further  seen  that  the  whole  argument  on  this 
branch  of  the  case  is  rested  by  counsel  on  the  proposition 
that  th(^  charges  made  on  transportation  of  oil  in  barrels  are 
reasonable  in  and  of  themselves ;  if  they  are  found  not  to  be. 


• 
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tlio  jnrisdic'tional   difficulty  which   is   suggested    need    not 
further  occupy  our  iittention. 

It  is  to  1)0  res^roted  tliat  we  are  not  more  clearly  shown  in 
the  argument  presented  on  tliis  point  how  we  may  determine 
when  rat(^s  are,  and  wli(;n  they  arti  not,  in  and  of  themselves, 
reasonable.  WluiU  a  limitation  of  power  depends  upon  fiicts 
there  oucrht  to  be  no  (piesti<^n  what  facts  are  to  be  considered, 
since  otherwise  the  limitation  is  likely  to  be  the  subject  of 
continual  dispute,  and  may  possibly  be  exceeded,  even  when 
the  intention  is  to  observe  it  with  due  care :  and  especially 
when  such  a  limitation  depends  upon  a  pecuniary  charge 
being  reasonable  or  the  reverse,  the  tests  of  what  is  reasona- 
ble ought  to  bo  such  as  not  only  can  be  easily  applied,  but  as 
in  themselves  are  open  to  no  cimtroversy. 

Counsel  has  defined  the  ex]>ression  **  reasonable  in  and  of 
itself"  to  mean  **  a  reasonable  compensation  for  transporting 
the  traffic  in  the  mode  for  which  the  rate  is  charged  ;'*  but 
the  definition  tlirows  little  or  no  light  upon  the  question  how 
this  reasonable^,  comp(?nsation  is  to  bi>  measured  and  deter- 
mined. 

It  is  sometimes  contended,  though  not  by  the  carriers 
themselves,  that  we  mav  measure  the  reasonableness  of 
charges  by  the  cost  of  transportation.  Theses  defendants  will 
not  contend  that  that  is  a  propter  tl^st,  for  their  whole  practice 
is  against  measu7*ing  their  charges  ])\  tho.  cost.  It  may  cost 
no  moni  to  carry  a  box  of  silk  W(nghing  100  ])ounds  than  a 
bale  of  refuse  rags  of  like  weight,  but  the  charge  will,  per- 
haps, be  sev(jral  times  as  great,  and  the  carrier  justifies  the 
discrimination  by  showing  that  (Hpial  rates  on  both  would 
put  trans})ortatiou  of  the  less  valuable  article  out  of  the 
(piestion.  Like  discriminations  are  made  everywhere ; 
j)roperty  is  classified  with  a  purpose,  among  other  things, 
to  make  the  most  valuable  kinds  pay  most  largely  for  the 
s(»rvice  performed.  This  is  a  wise,  if  not  a  necessary  policy, 
and  as  the  railroads  adopt  it  universally  they  are  fairly  es- 
to])ped  from  claiming  that  from  cost  alone  it  can  be  deter- 
mi^ied  whether  charges  are  in  and  of  themselves  reasonable. 

A  better  test,  it  is  sometimes  said,  may  be  found  in  the 


GEORGE  RICE  V.  LOUISVILLE  A  NASHVILLE,  ETC.,  B.  B.  COS.   645 

valuo  of  the  service  to  the  owner  of  the  property  carried. 
Soiiio  articles  must  be  carried  at  low  rates  because  the  traffic 
will  bear  uo  higher,  and  therefore  the  low  rates  are  all  the 
stavice  is  worth.  Other  articles,  though  it  may  cost  no  more 
to  (^arry  them,  may  justly  be  charged  much  higher  rates.  The 
effect  of  transportation  upon  market  value  is  taken  into  ac- 
count by  carriers  in  making  rates,  and  it  is  insisted  on  their 
bohalf  that  this  is  neither  unreasonable  nor  unjust ;  but  it  is 
very  obvious  that  if  rates  as  to  their  reasonableness  are  to  be 
measured  by  the  standard  of  what  the  service  is  worth  to  the 
owner  of  the  property,  it  is  impossible,  when  considering  the 
vahie  of  the  service  in  transporting  a  particular  kind  of 
prtjpei-ty  by  one  method,  to  leave  out  of  view  the  charges  im- 
[K)sed  for  transporting  the  like  property  by  another  method, 
Avhicli  for  any  reason  is  limited  to  a  part  only  of  the  carrier's 
customers.  Whether  the  service  to  the  owner  in  carrying  by 
one.  method  shall  be  worth  much,  or  be  of  no  value  whatever, 
:iiay  de[)<3nd  altogether  on  the  charges  which  are  made  to 
otliers  for  carrying  by  the  other  method. 

13\it  the  proposition  that  we  may  determine  absolutely  what 
rates  are  in  and  of  themselves  reasonable  on  a  consideration 
ex(*hisively  of  the  particular  traffic  by  itself,  is  antagonistio 
to  tlie  whole  railroad  practice  of  the  country,  and  would  not 
for  a  moment  be  accepted  and  acted  upon  by  any  committee 
of  rate-makers.  Kates  are  never  made  ia  that  way;  but  in- 
st(\ad  ther(^of  property  is  classified,  and  the  whole  field  is 
surveyed  with  a  view  to  the  establishment  of  such  charges  ag 
s}will  be  relatively  proper  and  just,  as  near  as  circumstanceB 
will  admit  of  their  being  made  so.  There  is  not  a  railroad 
company  in  tlie  country  with  a  business  of  any  considerable 
magnitude  that  could  justify  each  of  its  rates  by  itself  with- 
out taking  its  general  traffic  into  account,  or  without  its  be- 
ing allowed  to  show  how  excessive  competition  at  one  point 
or  in  one  traffic  had  forced  higher  rates  elsewhere  that  might 
otherwise  bo  reasonable,  or  how,  on  the  other  hand,  good  re- 
turns from  one  traffic  which  the  traffic  can  bear  without  be- 
ing oppressed,  permit  of  very  low  rates  to  some  other  tra^Bo 
which  otherwise  might  be  unprofitable*  Thus  the  railroad 
practice  appears  to  be  to  treat  those  rates  as  gaJKOMble  im 
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nnd  of  tliomsolves  which,  on  a  consideration  of  the  whole 
field  of  operations,  it  is  seen  that  the  cari'ier  can  aflford  to 
accept,  and  which  at  tlic  same  time  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
orty  can  atford  to  pay,  because  they  are  not  in  excess  of  what 
the  s(^rvice  is  worth  to  him ;  but  in  fixing  upon  rates  it  is 
specially  important,  if  not  absolutely  necessary,  to  have 
something  like  uniformity  in  the  rates  uj)on  articles  which 
are  of  like  kind  and  value  and  which  supjdy  the  same  de- 
mand, since  otherwise  those  which  are  made  to  bear  the 
heavier  rate  would  be  driven  out  of  the  market. 

Tliis  being  the  method  wh(U'eby  reasonable  rates  are  cus- 
tomarily determined,  we  have  no  occasion  to  discuss  the 
soundness  of  the  position  taken  by  counsel,  that  if  a  rate  is 
reasonable  in  and  of  itself  the  Commission  cannot  require  it 
to  be  changed.  We  do  not  question  the  proposition  of  coun- 
sel that  Congresss  has  not  conferred  upon  the  C^>mmission 
tlui  authoritv  to  force  a  change  of  reason.-ible  rates.  Bv  tin* 
Act  to  Kegulate  Commerce  the  Federal  Legislature  intended 
to  be  just  to  the  carriers  as  w(*ll  as  to  do  justice  to  the  gen- 
eral ])ublict :  and  v/o  agr(H>  tlmt  it  has  not  authorized  their 
rates  to  be  changed  against  their  will  when  in  themselves  the 
ratcis  are  just  and  reasonable.  If,  therefore,  it  shall  be  found 
that  the  charges  made  by  these  dc^fcMidants  tor  the  transporta- 
tion of  oil  in  barrels  are  in  themselves  just  and  reasonable 
no  order  will  be  made  bv  this  Commission  for  their  altera- 
tion;  but  in  determining  their  reasonableiu^ss  we  shall  con- 
sider ourselves  not  onlv  at  libertv  but  absolutelv  required  to 
keep  in  view  the  disparity  which  is  shown  to  exist  between 
them  and  the  rates  which  the  same  companies  charge  upon 
the  same  article  of  merchandise,  wlien  thev  rc^ceive  and  trans- 
port  it  in  cars  furnished  by  shippers  th<»ms(^lves.  That  dis- 
parity has  an  inevitable  and  very  important  bearing  upon 
?the  question  of  reasonableness  ;  print  a  faae  it  is  unjust,  be- 
cause it  is  oppressive,  and  th<^  defendants  are  fairly  called 
upon  to  exhibit  good  reasons  for  it. 

This  view  of  the  case  also  rendi^s  it  unnecessary  for  us,  in 
considering  the  evidence  adduced  in  support  of  the  com- 
plaints, to  distinguish  as  between  that  which  is  offered    to 
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prove  excessive  rates  on  barrel  shipments  and  that  which  ifl 
given  to  show  unjust  discrimination.  Whatever  evidence 
tends  to  show  that  the  rates  on  barrel  shipments  are  unreas- 
onable because  too  greatly  in  excess  of  the  chaises  made  <m 
tank  shipments,  will  also  in  like  degree  tend  to  show  that  in 
making  rates  on  barrel  and  tank  shipments,  respectively,  the 
defendants  were  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination.  This  16 
self-evident. 

On  the  hearing  the  defendants  entered  upon  a  justification 
of  tlieir  rates,  and  it  was  planted  by  them  on  several  distinct 
grounds.     These  we  may  summarize  as  follows : 

•   • 

I.  Those  who  have  their  property  sent  in  tanks  famish  the 
rolling  stock  for  the  purpose,  and  save  the  carriers  the  neces- 
sity and  the  expense  of  supplying  it. 

II.  This  method  of  transportation  exposes  the  carrier  to 
h'ss  risks  of  losses  by  fire  and  of  dami^  to  other  property 

tran  spoiled  by  it. 

III.  It  is  more  profitable  to  the  carrier,  because  the  proba- 
bility of  a  return  load  is  greater^  and  also  because  the  load 
of  a  car  may  be  greater,  and  the  carrier  neither  loads  nor 
unloads  the  property  nor  furnishes  store  room  for  it. 

I^acli  of  these  grounds  of  justification  deserves  and  must 
receive  some  attention  at  our  hands. 

I.  The  fact  that  the  owner  supplies  the  roUing  stock  whe^ 
his  oil  is  shipped  in  tanks,  in  our  opinion,  is  entitled  to  lit- 
tler weight  when  rates  are  under  consideration.  It  is  prop- 
inly  tlie  business  of  railroad  companies  to  supply  to  their 
customers  suitable  vehicles  of  transportation  {Railroad  Co.  v. 
Pratt,  22  Wall.,  123, 133)  and  then  to  oflfer  their  use  to  every- 
body impartially.  If  the  varieties  of  traffic  are  such,  and 
tlieir  requirements  of  rolling  stock  so  numerous  and  diversi- 
fied that  this  becomes  impracticable  or  burdensome,  so  that 
the  aid  of  their  customers  becomes  essential  or  oomreniest^ 
the  supply  obtained  by  their  assistance  cannot  with  any  jus- 
tice be  utilized  by  the  carrier  in  snch  manner  m  to  establish 
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discriniiiiatioiis  wliicli  would  otlienvise  be  inadmissible.  The 
eiiirior  luis  uo  right  to  hire  rolliug  stock  and  tlien  allow  it  to 
b<i  iis(h1  exclusively  by  one  class  of  persons  on  such  terms  as 
will  drive;  out  of  business  those  who  are  compelled  to  use  its 
own  rollinjj;  stock  in  a  competitive  traflSc.      This,  however,  is 
precisely  what  takes  place  in  this  traflSc  if   the  rates  for  the 
trans])ortati(>n  in  barrels  are  considerably  in  excess  of  those 
wliicli  are  charged  for  the  transpoi-tation  in  tanks.      The  tank 
cars  which  are  furnished  to  the  carrier  by  shippers,  whether 
the  ust^  is  paid  for  or  not,  ought  properly  to  bo  held  for  the 
use  of  all ;  but  if  this  is  found  impracticable,  it  is  very  cer- 
tain and  very  obvious  that  proprietorship  of   the  car  for  the 
use  of  whicli  the  carrier  pays,  as  it  generally  does,  can  ^irly 
entitle  tin;  (nvner  to  no  special  consideration  in  the  making 
of  rat(^s.     He  has  an  advantage,  arising  from  his   ownership, 
ill  h(Mng  ;d)le  to  control  the  use,  but  that  circumstance  can 
1)0  no  reason  for  (extending  to  him  exceptionable  considera- 
tion which  will  make  the  advantage  specially  oppressive  to 
competitors.     It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  a  very  forcible  reason 
why  the   carrier  should  see  to  it  that  its  j^atrons  who  are 
forced  to  make  use  of  such  facilities  as  it  provides  for  them 
sliall  not  find  its  own  want  of  proper  rolling  stock  made  a 
ground  of  discrimination   against  them.     On  this  point  the 
nnsa})])rehension  of  the  situation  is  very  apparent  in  some  of 
the  arirumtMits  which  hav(^  been  made  for  the  defense.     The 
vtomplainant,  it  is  saiil,  asks  the  railroad  companies  to  relieve 
liim   from   th(^  (ronscijurncc^s  of  his  own  lack  of  capital  to 
carry  on   his   busiiKiss    to   the;   bc^st  advantage.     He   cannot 
choose  the  best  method,  because   that   method  requires  a 
large  outlay  in   capital.     His    competitor   in   business   can 
choose  it,  and  it  is  for  that    reason    that    complainant  is 
driven   out  of   the    mark(^t.     He    must   blame    his  want  of 
oa])ital,  it  is  said,  and  not  the  railroad  companies,  for  his 
failure. 

A  statement  of  the  situation  differing  a  Httle  from  this  will 
mi)re  nearly  present  the  actual  facts.  The  railroad  company 
not  having  supplied  itself  with  the  necessary  rolling  stock  to 
enable  one  branch  of  its  traffic  to  be  carried  on  in  the  way 
most  advantageous  to  those  who  engage  in  it,  suffers  parties 
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wlio  liavo  the  capital  which  will  enable  them  to  supply  the 
defect  to  put  cars  of  their  owu  upon  the  road,  for  the  use  of 
which  it  ]>ayH,  and  at  the  same  time  gives  to  such  parties  the 
exclusive  use  of  what  they  supply,  and  also  such  preferential 
rates  on  the  merchandise  carried  for  them  as  will  put  success* 
ful  competition  quite  out  of  the  question.  It  is  not  the  lack 
of  capital  to  carry  on  the  business  that  then  proves  fatal,  but 
it  is  the  lack  of  capital,  in  addition  to  what  is  needed  in  the 
business,  to  supply  rolling  stock  to  the  railroad  company  for 
his  use.  It  would  bo  the  height  of  injustice  for  the  carrier 
to  make  such  a  lack  a  gi*ound  for  discrimination  in  rates,  and 
tlieii  to  say  that  the  party  suffering  from  it  had  no  reason 
for  coinplaiiit  since  the  rates  which  are  named  are  offered  to 
all.  The  offer  is  exclusive  in  fact,  whatever  it  may  bo  in 
terms  or  in  theory. 

If  a  carrier  of  passengers  were  to  make  a  uniform  rate  of 
three  cents  a  mile  to  all  who  rode  in  the  cars  it  provided, 
but,  being  deficient  in  rolling  stock,  were  to  allow  owners  of 
private  cars  to  fill  them  with  passengers  at  two  cents  a  mile 
and  be  paid  for  the  use  of  the  cars  in  addition,  we  should 
not  expect  any  one  to  attempt  a  defense  of  the  discrimina- 
tion based  upon  the  ground  that  the  rates  were  equally  open 
to  all,  and  that  if  one,  by  reason  of  lack  of  capital  to  supply 
himself  with  a  private  car,  was  unable  to  take  the  benefit  of 
the  most  favorable  rate,  ho  should  blame  his  fortune  for  it, 
not  the  common  carrier.  The  wrong  in  such  a  case  would  be 
as  plain  as  it  would  be  gross;  but  such  a  discrimination  in 
tlie  carriage  of  persons  would  be  far  less  injurious  than  a 
siinihir  discrimination  in  the  transportation  of  property:  the 
one  would  involve  a  small  sum  of  money  only;  the  other 
might  be  destinictive  to  a  business.  We  hold,  therefore,  that 
the  fact  that  one  consignor  furnishes  a  oar  for  hire  to  the 
railroad  company  for  the  transportation  of  his  oil  is  no  ground 
whal(>v(^r  for  a  discrimination  in  rates  in  his  favor  against 
another  consij^nor  who  must  ship  in  the  cars  the  carrier  sup- 
])lies.  It  may  be  a  reason  for  limiting  to  himself  the  use  of 
the  car  he  furnishes,  but  the  discrimination  cannot  justiy  or 
lawfully  j;o  any  further. 

II.  The  fact  that  transportation  in  barrels  exposes  the  car- 
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rier  to  more  risks  than  does  transportation  in  tanks  seems  to 
be  most  relied  upon  to  support  the  discrimination-  made  in 
rates,  and  it  was  very  strongly  urged  on  the  argument.  The 
risks  are,  firsts  of  accidental  fires  in  consequence  of  leakage 
from  barrels,  and  second ^  of  injury  to  other  property  arising 
from  its  being  affected  by  petroleum  odors.  Considerable 
evidence  was  given  to  show  that  leakage  from  barrels  was 
constant  and  in  warm  weather  very  great,  and  that  trains  and 
warehouses  were  specially  exposed  to  accidental  tires  in  con- 
sequence. On  the  other  hand,  there  was  evidence  that  the 
risks  are  greatest  when  the  oil  is  transpoi-ted  in  tanks ;  the 
greatest  risks  being  from  collisions,  which  might  break  up 
and  empty  the  tanks  and  expose  the  whole  vicinity,  while 
barrels  might  for  the  most  part  or  altogether  escape  break- 
age. Persons  entitle  to  speak  as  experts  differed  very  widely 
in  their  testimony  on  this  point,  but  Mr.  Brundred,  the  man- 
ager of  the  tank  line  which  is  operated  on  the  Pennsylvania 
roads,  and  wlio  testified  to  having  kept  careful  statistics  cover- 
ing a  considerable  period  of  time,  showed  by  these  that  the 
risks  from  either  mode  of  transportation  were  small,  but  were 
least  when  the  transportation  was  in  barrels.  Possibly  his 
ex])erience  may  have  been  somewhat  exceptional ;  but  we 
are  not  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  there  is  any  such 
greater  risk  from  fires  when  the  oil  is  conveyed  in  barrels  as 
(jan  justify  a  difference  in  rates.  The  risk  from  injury  to 
other  property  is  something,  but  not  serious.  Oil  in  barrels 
is  transported  in  cars  which  when  not  used  for  that  purpose 
are  employed  in  tlie  transportation  of  live  stock,  lumber,  iron 
ore,  or  other  articles  not  subject  to  injury  from  the  odors, 
and  when  taken  in  car-load  lots  is  loaded  and  unloaded  by 
the  sliipper  elsewhere  than  in  the  company's  warehouses. 
With  proper  care,  therefore,  injury  to  other  .property  ought 
vory  seldom  to  happen. 

III.  The  greater  probability  of  finding  return  loads  for  the 
tanks  is  much  relied  on.  The  return  loads  are  either  turpen- 
tine or  cotton-seed  oil.  The  turpentine  region  is  reached  by 
some  of  the  roads,  but  not  by  all ;  but  on  those  same  roads 
are  lumber,  iron,  and  other  heavy  articles  to  be  transported 
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iu  tlio  direction  opposite  to  that  in  which  the  oil  is  taken, 
and  wliich  would  constitute  very  suitable  loading  for  the  cars 
in  which  oil  in  barrels  is  carried  southward.    It  is  a  very 
pregnant  fact  as  bearing  on  relative  rates  in  this  region  that 
Mr.  Vir<j;il  Powers,  the  Coministtioner  of  the  Southern  Bail- 
way  and  Steamship  Association,  and  Mr.  Charles  A.  Sindall, 
the  Secretary,  both  of  whom  have  had  long  experience  in 
tliose  or  similar  capacities,  agree  in  opinion  that  oil  in  bar- 
rels on^^ht  to  be  transported  as  cheaply  as  the  same  quantity 
in  tanks.     This  opinion  would  not  have  been  given  without 
f^ood  reason;  and  without  doubt  the  probability  of  return 
loads  for  the  tanks  were  taken  into  account.     In  the  south* 
w(*st  cotton-seed  oil  mills  may  or  may  not  be  found  at  the 
points  to  which  oil  in  tanks  is  taken.     If  they  are  not  the 
tank  must  return  empty  or  it  must  be  sent  elsewhere  for  a  load. 
ihit  we  do  not  learn  from  any  evidence  given  before  us  that 
the  railroad  conipany  has  any  right,  under  its  implied  con- 
tract for  the  transportation  of  the  petroleum  oil,  to  send  the 
tank  cars  to  any  other  point  for  a  load  when  it  does  not  find 
one  at  the  place  of  delivery.     If  there  is  any  such  right  it 
must  arista  from  some  special  contract  or  arrangement ;  and 
if  any  such  exists  the  terms  and  particular  privileges  given 
are  not  disclosed  in  these  cases;  but  when  thus  sent  else- 
wliere  it  may  or  may  not  bo  the  case  that  there  isanyconsid* 
'  enible  advantage  in  it,  such  as  would  be  derived  from  taking 
uj)  a  load  at  the  point  of  delivery  of  the  petroleum  oil  and 
[>uttinf^  it  tlown  where  the  oil  wr.s  received.     The  advantage 
in  tlie  latter  case  vr<mld  be  very  great ;  in  the  former  it  might 
1)0  trifling' ;  but  in  all  cases  where  cotton-seed  oil  is  the  re- 
turn loading  the  advantage  would  seem  to  be  reduced  to  a 
niininium  by  the  very  low  charge  which  is  made  for  the  trans- 
portation of  that  commodity.    This  charge,  for  some  reason 
not  saiisf:tctorily  explained  to  the  Commission,  is  mode  as- 
tonishingly low  when  compared  with  the  charge  made  npop 
])( irolt  uni,  although  the  cotton-seed  oil  is  much  the  more 
v.ihiabh^  article.    It  is  very  manifest  from  the  evidence  that 
lh(^  ('otton-s(  (>d  oil  traffic  in  itself  is  not  one  of  much  profit 
to  these  d(^fendanta. 
Tht;  ca])acity  of  some  of  the  tank  cars  is  sooh  that  a  larger 
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quantity  of  oil  can  be  taken  by  them  than  in  such  cars  as 
barrels  are  conveyed  in.  This,  of  course,  is  favorable  to  the 
carrier,  and  enables  him  to  carry  more  cheaply  in  proportion 
to  quantity ;  but  a  considerable  proportion  of  the  tanks  are 
not  of  this  great  size,  and  the  load  they  carry  does  not  ex- 
coed  the  ordinary  car-load  in  barrels.  Moreover,  it  has  been 
shown  that  heretofore  the  great  size  of  some  of  the  tanks  has 
been  ignored  by  some  of  these  defendants  altogether,  and 
they  have  made  no  distinction  in  charge  between  carrying 
sixty  barrels  in  a  tank  and  carrying  twice  that  quantity. 
They  may,  therefore,  be  gainei-s  instead  of  losers  by  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  rule  which  measures  their  compensation  for 
the  service  rendered  by  the  tonnage  carried,  whether  it  be  in 
the  one  mode  or  in  the  other. 

We  are  entirely  satisfied  that  this  ought  to  be  the  rule. 
Barrel  shipments  in  car-load  lots,  loaded  by  the  consignor  and 
to  be  unloaded  by  the  consignee  elsewhere  than  in  the  car- 
rier's "Nvarehouse,  if  subjected  to  higher  rates  would  be 
charged  more  than  is  either  just  or  reasonable.  We  also 
think,  and  so  find,  that  the  great  difference  in  rates  shown  in 
these  cases  to  have  been  generally  made  as  between  barrel 
and  tai)k  shipments  amounted  to  unjust  discrimination  as 
against  tlie  former.  The  rule  should  be  to  consider  the  tank 
a  part  of  the  car  itself,  and  for  the  load  carried  in  it  the 
charge  ought  to  be  tlie  same  by  the  hundred  pounds  as  is 
made  on  the  transportation  of  barrels  of  oil  in  car-load  lots 
in  other  cars.  Even  then  the  shipper  in  barrels  is  at  some 
disadvantage,  for  he  must  pay  freight  on  barrels  as  well 
as  on  oil ;  but  this,  as  between  him  and  the  carrier,  is  not 
unjust. 

We  find,  then,  on  a  careful  review  of  the  testimony  in  this 
case  and  after  full  reflection,  that  no  suflicient  reason  is 
show  n  to  justify  the  defendants  making  a  distinction  in  their 
charges  iii)  between  the  parties  employing  the  two  different 
modes  of  carriage.  We  hold  that  when  transportation  is  in 
car-load  lots  the  same  charge  by  the  hundrtul  pounds  should 
be  made  upon  all  consignments  from  and  to  the  same  points. 
Particular  routes  might  be  named  on  which  it  would  be  just 
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to  allow  the  oil  to  be  carried  in  tanks  at  a  lower  rate ;  but  on 
otlit^r  routes  the  transportation  in  barrels  m^ht  be  most 
likolv  to  insiirn  return  loads.  There  neither  is  nor  can  bo 
iiiiy  Tiild  on  that  subject,  and  the  attempt  to  consider  each 
road  of  a  system  and  each  several  feeder  by  itself,  and  to  dis- 
criminate for  each  according  to  the  probabilities  of  return 
lojids,  would  be  far  more  perplexing  than  useful,  and  would 
brot'd  many  vexatious  controversies.  The  roads  constituting 
t\u)  Southern  Hallway  and  Steamship  Association  submitted 
the  subject  to  three  arbitrators  in  1886,  and  the  arbitrators, 
by  an  award  made  October  27,  1886,  decided  as  follows: 

"  The  board  decides  and  awards  that,  taking  e£fect  No- 
vonibiT  1,  1886,  coal  oil  in  barrols,  in  car-load  quantities, 
be  put  in  sixth  class  released,  the  same  as  coal  oil  in  tank 
cars." 

By  this  award  both  metliods  of  transportation  were  to  be 
])ut,  ill  respect  to  rates,  on  the  same  footing  for  the  whole 
system  ;  the  arbitrators  apparently  deeming  it  impracticable 
to  make  any  difference  from  a  consideration  of  the  proba- 
bilities of  return  loads.  We  assent  to  this  view  because  we 
think  the  attempt  to  take  these  probabilities  into  account 
would  not  be  likely  to  Inive  beneficial  results. 

Til  is  ruling  concerns  a  traffic  in  which  one  method  of  trans- 
]H)rtati()n  has  no  other  or  different  effect  upon  the  value  of 
the  article  carried  than  has  the  other.  The  oil,  when  deliv- 
(ntul,  is  of  no  hi^^her  value  because  of  having  been  conveyed 
in  barri^ls,  and  the  owner  has  in  no  respect  been  supplied 
with  superior  accommodations  or  facilities  which  can  be 
niad(!  the  basis  for  an  additional  chaise  against  him.  The 
additional  charge  heretofore  made  has  necessarily  been 
gr()und(>d  on  something  besides  additional  benefit  to  the 
])arty  subjected  to  it. 

This  ruling  does  not  preclude  such  allowance  for  the  use 
of  tank  cars  as  is  customary,  provided  it  be  reasonable;  but 
on  the  contrary,  it  assumes  that  such  allowance  will  be  made. 
]>ut  it  should  be  made  on  some  system,  by  some  rule  of  uni- 
formity, and  the  authority  to  make  it  must  not,  carelessly  or 
othci'wise,  be  made  a  means  of  discrimination. 
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It  is  now  to  be  considered  how  far  these  parties,  sever- 
ally, are  to  be  deemed  guilty  of  unlawful  discrimination  in 
what  they  have  done  during  the  period  covered  by  the  com- 
plaint. 

Upon  this  subject  we  have  to  say  at  the  outset  that,  in  our 
opinion,  the  mere  fact  that  they  have  hitherto  made  a  diflter- 
ence  in  rates  as  between  the  shipments  in  barrels  and  the 
shipments  in  tanks  ou^ht  not  of  itself  to  be  considered  proof 
of  unjust  discrimination.  There  is  room  for  great  diiierences 
in  opinion  as  to  the  relative  rates  which  can  justly  and  prop- 
erly be  charged,  and  a  considerable  difference  might  honestly 
be  made  in  framing  a  rate  sheet.  There  should  be  further 
proof  til  an  this  mere  dilierence  to  make  out  the  unlawful  dis- 
crimination as  regards  consignments  made  prior  to  the  time 
of  promulgating  this  opinion. 

In  the  case  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Kailroad  Com- 
pany this  additional  proof  is  furnished  in  several  \\  ay  •;. 

One  of  the  proofs  is  to  be  found  in  the  making  of  the  rate 
by  the  tank  car  regardless  of  weight  or  quantity.  When  one 
tank  holds  twice  as  much  as  another  there  can  be  no  valid 
<?xcuse  for  this  ;  it  necessarily  makes  the  raters  excessively 
low  to  the  shipper  in  large  tanks  and  specially  oppressive  to 
the  shipper  in  barrels,  when  the  largest  tanks  are  made  use 
of;  but  the  wrong  was  emphasized  in  the  case  of  this  com- 
pany by  the  public  being  led  to  suppose  that  when  the  con- 
tents of  the  car  exceeded  a  certain  quantity  or  weight  an  ex- 
tra charge  was  made,  when  in  fact  this  was  never  done.  But 
])roofs  of  intentional  disregard  of  the  rights  of  the  complain- 
ant, or  of  such  want  of  regard  for  them  as  is  ecpiivalc^nt,  are 
made  very  (evident  in  the  correspondence  between  himself 
and  tlu^  agents  of  the  company. 

The  general  frciight  agent  of  the  company  testified  that  its 
freight  niivs  on  oil  in  tanks  uj)  to  April  5,  1887,  were  made 
n^gardless  of  quantity ;  that  they  were  then  chaugCMl  to  rates 
by  tlu^  hundred  pounds^  but  on  the  11th  of  May  following  the 
company  again  went  back  to  tank-car  rates  irr(?spective  of 
(quantity.  Fixing  the  rates  in  tank  cars  by  the  hundred 
pounds  does  not  seem,  however,  to  have  meant  much,  for 
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there  were  some  shipments  within  this  period  by  the  Stand- 
ard Oil  Company  regardless  of  actual  weight,  and  the  witness 
t(\stitied  that  a  tank  would  have  been  received  as  holding 
20,000  pounds,  though  this  was  greatly  below  the  average 
quantity  carried  in  one.  He  testified  further  that  the  South- 
ern liailway  and  Steamship  classification  as  printed  and 
as  given  out  by  his  company  has  this  note  :  "  Coal 
oil  or  its  products  in  tank  cars  must  always  be  charged 
at  actual  weight;'*  but,  though  a  member  of  that  associ- 
ation, his  company  made  only  the  tank-car  rate  regardless  of 
wei^^ht.  That  rate  was  printed  on  a  type-writer  and  posted 
in  its  offices.  The  association  has  inspectors  to  report  any 
uudi^rweigliiug,  and  if  a  tank  was  billed  at  twenty  thousand 
pounds  and  on  weighing  they  found  it  to  be  more  they  should 
re])t)rt  the  fact,  the  witness  said,  but  the  report,  so  far  as  we 
<;an  discovt?r,  would  perform  no  valuable  function  whatever. 
Tlio  posting  of  a  rate  in  the  company's  office  was  supposed 
l)v  th(i  witn(^ss  to  show  sufficiently  that  the  company  did  not 
a('(*.(>])t  tho  rule  of  the  association  as  to  actual  weights.  In 
this  lie  was  in  error.  The  public  would  have  a  right  to  un- 
derstand that  his  rate  sheet  and  the  note  in  the  classification 
were  to  be  construed  together,  and  eflfect  given  to  both  thus 
construed. 

The  correspondence  between  this  witness  and  the  com- 
plainant will  best  show  the  discrimination  so  far  as  it  seems 
to  have  been  personal. 

May  16,  1887,  the  witness,  in  response  to  inquiries  by  the 
complainant,  says  the  company  has  no  tank  cars  and  cannot 
furnish  tliem.  "  Regarding  charge  for  returning  empty  tank 
cars,  we  first  wish  to  know  to  what  points  shipments  of  oil 
in  tank  cars  would  be  made.  Generally,  however,  I  may  say 
tb'^  rate  returning  would  be  oiie  and  a  half  .cents  a  mile." 
"  The  rates  on  coal  oil,  car-load,  from  Louisville  to  Hunts- 
ville,  Ala.,  are,  in  liaiTcls,  37  cents  per  100  pounds."  This 
statement  of  the  Huntsville  rate  was  conceded  to  have  been 
an  turor.  The  witness  says  the  rate  was  29^ cents,  but  was 
mistakenly  pven  by  a  subordinate  who  wrote  and  signed  the 
h^ttcT  in  his  name. 

May  18  complainant  replied,  complaining  that  the  rates 
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actually  made  by  defendant  had  the  effect  of  discrimination 
as  between  tank-car  and  barrel  shipments  to  the  extent  of 
over  50  per  cent,  in  favor  of  the  former,  to  the  great  injury  of 
his  business  in  favor  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company,  and 
adding  : 

"  Please  state  why  it  is  that  the  rates  by  barrel  and  bulk 
are  made  the  same  to  some  points  and  50  per  cent,  difference 
to  others,  and  how  can  you  thus  discriminate  against  me  ? 
Can't  yon  give  a  low(u\  rate  than  37  cents  per  100  pounds  in 
barrels,  Louisville  to  Huntsville,  Ala.,  and  are  you  not  let- 
ting other  shipp(us  ship  their  oil  at  a  less  rate  ? 

"  What  I  desire  to  know  is,  if  you  are  willing  to  pro-rate 
on  an  equitable  basis  with  the  C,  AV.  and  B.  on  my  oil  8hi2>- 
ments  from  this  point.     Please  answer  promptly  and  oblige." 

Mav  21  the  witness  answers  : 

"  The  rate  to  Huntsville  and  to  other  points  which  wo 
have  quoted  are  as  low  as  we  are  at  present  prepared  to  name." 

Here  the  witness  adopts  and  in  effe(»t  repeats  what  he  says 
was  a  mistake  in  his  subordinate,  after  his  att(»ntion  had 
been  specifically  called  to  the.  figures.  Complainant  was  thus 
notified  that  the  rate  to  him  would  be  37  cents,  though  othertt 
were  charged  29^  cents  only.  In  fact,  there  seem  to  have 
been  shipments  by  ilm  Standard  Oil  C(mipany  of  Kentucky 
at  27^  cents,  but  this  charge  was  i)ossil)ly  an  inadvertence. 
The  answer  proceeds  to  justify  the  difference  in  rates  as  be- 
tween tank  and  barrel  shipments,  and  then  goes  on  to  say : 

"  I  do  not  see  that  it  is  any  of  your  business  whether  wo 
pro-rate  with  the  C,  H.  and  D.  or  C,  AV.  and  B.  roads  or 
not.  You  can  doubtless  obtain  through  rates  from  them,  and 
the  matter  of  division  of  revenue  between  those  companies 
and  our  roads  is  a  matter  that  concerns  only  our  respective 
lines  and  not  you." 

Hoie  was  a  third  mistake.  It  was  undoubtedly  the  busi- 
ness of  the  complainant  to  ascertain  if  he  could,  whether  this 
company  would  pro-rate  on  an  equitable  basis  with  any 
other  road  over  which  he  desired  to  ship  his  oil,  and  in  that 
way  obtain  thrcmgh  rates.  Nothing  in  the  case  shows  that 
through  ratos  were  then  in  (Existence,  unless  it  be  the  state- 
ment in  this  letter  that  through  rates  could  doubtless  be  ob- 
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tallied  of  the  other  roads ;  but  if  there  were  such  rates  there 
was  nothing  out  of  the  way  in  complainant  endeavoring 
to  procure  a  modification,  and  his  inquiry  on  the  subject  was 
not  wanting  in  either  civility  or  propriety. 

Furth(ir  the  letter  proceeded  to  say  : 

''  In  conchision  let  me  repeat  that  the  rates  furnished  yon 
ar(»  just  as  low  as  burnished  anybody  else;  that  whatever 
ratrs  nviy  bo  furnish Gd  by  the  L.  and  N.  road  apply  to  all 
sliippors,  and  that  all  communications  from  you  asking  for 
rates  of  freight  or  appertaining  directly  to  your  shipments 
ovor  our  line  will  meet  with  respectful  consideration  and  at- 
t(^ntion  ;  but  I  have  neither  the  desire  nor  the  time  to  give 
attention  to  your  letters  asking  for  the  reasons  governing  the 
policjy  of  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad  Company, 
criticising  its  rates,  or  suggesting  basis  for  dividing  rates  be- 
tween its  connections  and  its  own  line,  and  I  shall  not  reply 
to  any  such  communications  in  the  future." 

This  lacks  accuracy,  for  the  Huntsville  rate  was  still  87 
(*(^iits  to  complainant  and  29^  cents  to  other  persons,  and  it 
overlooks  altogether  the  fact  that  "  the  policy  "  of  the  com- 
j)any,  so  far  as  it  affected  his  shipments,  was  complainant^s 
concern  as  well  as  the  concern  of  the  company,  and  he  was 
entirely  within  the  bounds  of  what  pertained  to  his  business 
as  well  as  of  right  in  endeavoring  to  bring  about  a  change. 

May  17,  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  from  the  office  of  the  wit- 
nt^ss,  complainant  was  given  a  rate  of  $1.30  on  oil  in  car-load 
lots,  Cincinnati  to  Nashville.  This  is  also  conceded  to  be  an 
(MTor  and  an  excess  over  the  rate  then  charged  to  others ;  but 
tlie  error  was  not  corrected,  as  it  should  have  been,  in  the 
s\ibsequent  correspondence. 

August  29  complainant  wrote  the  witness  as  follows  : 

''  Please  name   rate  on  coal  oil  in  barrels  and  tank  cars, 

Tjouisville  to  Nashville,  and  advise  what  rate  per  tank  oar 

you  allow ;  also  rate  to  Columbia,  Tennessee,  car  load^  and 

what  classification  do  you  now  use.'*    On  the  next  day  he 

wrote  again  :    ''  Please  name  rate  on  tank  carSi  Lotusville  to 

Montgomery,  Ala.,  etc. 

September  2,  instead  of  answering  these  letters,  the  wit- 
ness  writes  to  ascertain  by  what  line  or  lines  the  shipments 
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would  be  forwarded  from  Marietta  ;  a  fact  which  could  have 
no  bearing  on  the  inquiry  made  of  him.  His  company  was 
supposed  to  have  regular  and  stated  rates  on  its  own  lineSy 
and  he  was  asked  to  give  them.  He  should  have  given  them 
with  the  same  promi)tness  when  the  oil  was  to  be  delivered 
to  him  over  another  road  that  would  be  expected  from  him 
when  the  traffic  originated  at  Louisville. 

On  the  hearing  the  witness  was  asked  whether  he  had  not 
refused  to  give  complainant  rates  on  barrels  to  Knoxville 
and  Nashville,  and  he  replied : 

"  No,  sir  ;  not  that  I  know  of.  I  will  add  that  I  know  of 
no  reason  why  we  should  refuse  him  rates  to  Knoxville  and 
Nashville,  and  I  would  say  that  we  have  not." 

It  nevei-theless  appeared  that  the  witness,  on  being  pressed 
by  comi)lainant  to  give  rates  on  defendant's  line,  referred 
him  to  Mr.  Fraser,  of  the  Cincinnati,  Washington  and  Balti- 
more roads,  for  through  rates.  He  was  told  in  reply  that 
Mr.  Praser  refused  to  give  rates,  but  he  still  continued  to 
refer  complainant  back  to  him.  The  witness  was  asked  by  u 
member  of  the  Commission — 

"What  objection  could  you  have,  no  matter  over  what 
roads  the  oil  came  to  Louisville,  to  name  rates  fi'om  Louis- 
ville to  Nashville  ?" 

"  Answer.  Nothing,  exce])t  that  I  tlumght  he  ought  to  get 
rates  from  the  lin(^s  Ik*,  dealt  with.     Thoy  had  our  rates." 

The  question  in  substance  was  repeated  for  further 
answer. 

"  Answer.  Well,  if  Mr.  Rice  was  prepared  to  or  had  deliv- 
ered his  oil  directly,  there  would  have  be(»i\  no  objection. 
We  would,  of  course,  have  been  willing  to  name  him  tariff 
rates,  but  he  was  away  from  our  line  and  we  preferred  to  let 
him  get  the  rates  through  our  connections.  We  felt  that  if 
we  furnished  liim  a  rate  and  that  rate  was  advanced  and  we 
did  not  give  liim  any  special  notice  of  the  change,  and  ln^ 
went  along  doing  business  basing  his  price  on  the  rate  that 
had  formerly  been  quoted  him,  that  he  would  hold  us  for  the 
<)V(^rcharge." 

"  Question.  Was  that  the  reason,  so  that  you  might  be  in 
position  to  advance  the  rates  without  notice  ?  " 
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"  Answer.  Without  special  notice  to  him ;  that  was  the 
main  reason.  There  was  another  reason  that  also  influenced 
me  in  not  giving  him  rates.  I  found  that  Mr.  Rice  had  been 
asking  the  Cincinnati  oflSce  for  part  of  the  rates,  and  our  office 
for  part  of  the  rates  ;  and  while  the  rates  in  our  office  and  in 
the  Cincinnati  ofljce  are  supposed  to  be  the  same,  still  if  he 
got  the  rates  partly  from  my  office  and  partly  from  the  Cin- 
cinnati office  we  would  not  know  to  what  points  they  had 
quoted  him  rates,  and  the  Cincinnati  office  would  not  know 
to  what  points  we  had  quoted  him  rates." 

"  Question.  What  w^as  the  objection  to  his  being  quoted 
rates  from  any  other  office  if  they  were  the  same  ?  " 

"  Answer.  If  he  got  the  rates  from  our  office  and  he  had  to 
be  notitiud  by  special  letter  in  case  of  an  advance  in  those 
rates,  I  would  not  know  if  the  Cincinnati  office  had  quoted 
him  any  rates,  and  would  not  be  able  to  notify  him  of  the 
jidvaucc  in  the  rates  quoted  by  the  Cincinnati  offic(\  If  he 
had  to  be  notified  by  the  Cincinnati  office  of  an  advance  in 
rates  th(\v  would  not  know  that  we  had  quoted  him  any  rates. 
I  was  cLMivly  of  the  opinion  and  still  think  that  the  proper 
pl;»c*o  for  ^'.''^  to  get  his  rates  was  from  the  line  that  took  his 
business  in  the  first  instance.  AVith  the  number  of  people 
writing  constantly  for  rates,  the  giving  special  notice  to  ship- 
j)ers  of  changes  is  very  liable  to  be  overlooked." 

It  will  be  noted  that  this  testimony  comes  from  the  officer 
who  wcmld  be  expected  under  the  law  to  have  the  rates  on 
his  own  lines  printed  and  posted  in  the  offices  of  the  com- 
pany, and  open  to  public  examination.  If  the  rates  were  thus 
printed  and  posted  much  of  the  cori'espondence  would  seem 
to  liave  been  needless,  and  the  inference  is  very  strong  that 
the  law,  in  its  spirit  at  least,  was  not  observed.  The  injuri- 
ous consequences  resulting  therefrom  were  not  relieved  by 
answers  to  complainant's  letters.  He  was  not  given  the  rates 
because^  as  we  are  told,  the  officer  supposed  if  that  were  done 
and  tluj  rates  afterward  changed  he  would  be  under  obliga- 
tion to  give  him  personal  notice  of  the  change.  This  hardly 
seems  a  plausible  excuse.  The  law  imposed  upon  defendant's 
officers  no  obligation  to  give  special  notice  to  shippers  in 
case  of  lawful  change  of  rates,  and  the  giving  out  of  tho 
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tariff  sheets  or  the  quoting  of  rates  could  no  more  create 
such  an  obligation  than  could  the  posting  of  the  sheets  at  the 
company's  stations,  as  the  law  required. 

The  witness  was  further  asked  whether  he  did  not  persist 
in  his  refusal  to  quote  rates  after  he  had  been  notified  that 
Fraser  declined  to  name  them.  He  replied  :  "  That  is  likely, 
but  I  do  not  think  I  am  to  be  blamed  for  Mr.  Fraser's  action." 
This  is  quite  true  ;  he  should  not  be  blamed  for  Mr.  Fraser 'a 
action.  It  was  his  own  illegal  refusal  to  act  that  he  wan 
blamable  for.  Mr.  Fraser  was  not  compellable  to  name  rates 
over  any  road  but  his  own  unless  he  joined  in  making  them  ; 
but  this  witness'  obligation  to  give  the  rates  on  his  own  road 
was  plain  and  unquestionable. 

The  two  following  letters  will  close  the  quotations  from  the 
correspondence  : 

From  complainant  to  the  witness,  of  date  September  19, 
1887 :  "  Your  two  letters  of  the  13th,  and  one  each  of  the  14th 
and  17th  at  hand.  I  have  stated  to  vou  that  Fraser,  of  the 
C,  W.  and  B.,  the  initial  road,  refusers  to  give  me  through 
rates  by  your  road,  and  still,  when  I  so  repeat  this  to  you 
several  times  you  persistently  ignore  what  I  say  and  con- 
stantly ref(?r  me  back  again  to  him.  This  is  now  played  out, 
and  I  now  again  ask  you  point  blank,  do  y(m  still  refuse  to 
give  me  the  oil  rates  from  Louisville  as  asked  for  in  my  sev- 
(^ral  previous  letters  ?  A  further  n^fusal  to  give  me  these 
rates  or  to  furnish  them  immediately  I  shall  consider  an  ab- 
solute  denial  to  give  them.  Your  rates  from  Louisville  are 
lower,  as  stated  by  me,  and  sanu^  denicul  by  you,  as  an  in- 
stance will  quote.  Brent  Arnold,  your  agent  at  Cincinnati, 
(juotes  $1.30  per  barrel,  Cincinnati  to  Nashville  ;  Marietta  to 
('incinnati,  32  cents  per  barrel,  or  $1.62  total.  The  rate  from 
here  (Marietta)  to  Louisville  is  fifty  cents  per  barrel,  and 
Brent  Arnold  quotes  18f  cents  per  100  pounds,  Louisville  to 
Nashville,  this  route  via  Louisville,  thus  saving  me  over  40 
(•<mtft  per  barrel,  provided  you  would  so  condescend  to  give 
me  a  rate  from  Louisville.  This  is  a  fine  state  of  affairs.  On 
September  8  I  asked  you  to  forward  me  a  copy  of  each  of 
your  tariff  or  rate  sheets  issued  since  April  1,  and  to  put  me  on 
y<mr  exchange  list,  so  that  I  would  be  notified  promptly  of 
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any  ebaiigo  in  oil  rates.  This  request  yon  ignore  and  do  not 
answer.  By  this  means  yon  would  legally  avoid  all  legal 
liability  for  any  discriminations  that  cotdd  possibly  arise,  and 
ivhere  one  is  constantly  asking  for  rates  to  ship  on,  thitt 
Bhoukl  be  done  and  save  so  much  correspondence  ;  but  you 
doubtless  think  otherwise.  I  take  it  for  granted,  unless  I 
hear  to  the  contrary,  that  you  refuse  to  give  me  oil  rateB 
from  Louisville.  You  do  not  answer  my  question  in  my  let- 
ivv  of  the  tenth.  I  am  desirous. and  will  build  immediately 
twenty  tank  cars  to  carry  bulk  oil  over  your  system  if  you 
will  guarantee  or  assure  me  that  you  will  carry  said  oil  in 
said  tank  cars  at  as  low  a  net  rate  as  accorded  any  other 
bhippor.'* 

To  this  the  answer,  of  date  September  27,  was  :  "  Tour  fa- 
vor of  the  19th  instant  was  received  during  my  absence, 
which  has  prevented  an  earlier  acknowledgment  of  the  re- 
ceipt of  it.  I  have  nothing  to  add  to  my  letters  of  Septem- 
ber 13,  14,  and  17  upon  this  subject." 

(.'oniplainant  did  not  succeed  in  obtaining  rates.  The 
deui;il  of  his  right  was  plain  and  stands  unexcused.  Counsel 
for  this  defendant  did  not  attempt  on  the  argument  either  to 
show  cause  for  it  or  explain  it  away.  What  reasons  there 
tuny  have  been  for  it  we  do  not  know,  but  we  find  that  they 
wore  not  just  or  legal  reasons.  We  further  find  that  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination  against  complainant, 
as  charged,  and  that  the  discrimination  was  in  favor  of  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  and  all  other  parties 
son(1in«^  oil  by  tank  cars.  We  further  find  that  to  the  extent 
that  rates  on  barrel  shipments  were  erroneously  given  and 
])(Tsisted  in,  as  in  the  case  of  rates  to  Hunteville  and  Kaah- 
ville,  defendant  was  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination  against 
complainant  in  favor  of  other  parties  sending  theit  oil  in 
barrels. 

The  case  of  the  St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain 
Ilailway  Company  is  confused  somewhat  in       \ : 
was  in  the  correspondence,  by  the  fact  t 
operated  for  the  period  in  question  by  t 
Railway  Company.    Some  extracts  from 
are  here  given.     ^. 
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April  28,  1887,  complainant  writes  the  commercial  agent  of 
these  roads  at  St.  Louis : 

"  Please  give  me  the  terms  on  which  tank  cars,  empty,  are 
returned,  as  I  see  by  your  classification  it  is  by  special  con- 
tract ;  also,  do  you  make  bulk  oil  by  weight  per  barrel  when 
sliipped  in  tank  cars  ?  If  so,  state  the  weight  and  how  many 
gallons  in  bulk  you  figure  on  to  the  barrel.  Can  I  ship  one 
or  more  tank  cars  at  same  rate,  or  does  the  Waters-Pierce 
Oil  Company  or  the  Standard  Oil  Company  have  any  prefer- 
ence as  to  number  of  cars  shipped  ?  " 

May  2  ho  writes  the  assistant  general  freight  agent : 

"  Do  you  take  tank  cars  at  20,000  pounds  regardless  of 
weiglit,  as  your  special  rate  (No.  54  A)  is  ambiguous  on  this 
l)oint  ?  At  what  weight  per  barrel  in  barrels  and  in  bulk  do 
you  carry  coal  oil ;  also  what  special  rate  do  you  charge  on 
return  of  empty  tank  cars  when  not  furnished  (or  furnished 
by  shipper)  ?  Please  name  barrel  and  taiik-car  rates  (car- 
loads), Palestine,  Texas  ;  Santa  Fe,  N.  M.;  Leavenworth  and 
Atchison,  Kansas,  and  Kansas  City,  Mo." 

May  5  the  commercial  agent  roi)lies : 

"  Cliangos  adopted  at  recent  nuicting  of  Texas  Traffic  As- 
sociation at  Houston  made  coal  oil  in  barrels  or  cases,  Class 
A,  in  car-load  lots  and  in  tank  cars,  minimum  weight  25,000 
pounds,  50  cents  per  100  pounds,  St.  Lcmis  to  Houston,  Gal- 
vest(m,  Jacksonville,  Texarkana,  and  intermediate  stations/ 

The  points  here  named  are  on  defendant's  road. 

]VIay  0  the  assistant  general  freight  agent  writes  : 

"  The  weiglit  of  a  tank  car  contemplated  under  our  special 
50  A  is  20,000  pounds.  Shipments  of  oil  in  barrels  to  points 
governed  by  Western  Classification  are  taken  at  estimated 
wcuf^ht  of  400  pounds  per  barrel ;  to  points  governed  by 
Joint  Texas  (Classification  at  actual  weiglit. 

**  With  rcfcu'once  to  rate  on  return  empty  tank  cars  I  beg 
:to  a(lvis(^  that  from  Missouri  river  points — ?.  e,,  Kansas  City, 
Jjeavenwortli,  and  St.  Joseph — we  n^turn  them  free  when  the 
same  have  been  hauled  over  our  line.  The  same  rule  applies 
on  tank  cars  from  Texas,  with  the  understanding  that  no 
mileage  is  to  be  paid  or  allowed  by  the  railroad  companies." 

''  The  rate  on  coal  oil  in  tank  cars,  East  St.  Louis  to  Santa 
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Fe,  is  $1.65  per  100  pounds  actual  weight ;  to  Leavenworth, 
Atchison,  and  Kansas  City,  25  cents  per  100  pounds  actual 
weight.  The  rate  on  coal  oil  tank  cars,  East  St.  Louis  to 
Palestine,  is  50  cents  per  100  pounds,  minimum  weight  25,- 
000  pounds." 

This  last  rate  is  corrected  to  45  cents  by  letter  dated  the 
next  day.  These  letters  of  May  5th  and  May  9th  are  both 
written  under  the  heading  of  Missouri  Pacific  Bailway  Com- 
pany. 

May  10  the  commercial  agent  writes : 

"  In  looking  over  our  correspondence  we^note  the  conclud- 
ing portion  of  your  letter,  which  asks  if  Waters-Pierce  Oil 
Company  have  any  preference  as  to  number  of  cars  shipped  ? 
We  answer.  No,  sir ;  you  are  exactly  on  the  same  level  as 
any  other  oil-shipper  over  our  line.  We  carry  all  shipments 
at  actual  weight  and  make  the  usual  mileage  charge  on  return 
of  (unpty  tanks." 

This  last  statement  was  not  warranted  by  the  facts;  de- 
fendant made  an  allowance  to  the  owner  of  the  car  of  three- 
fouvtlis  of  a  cent  per  mile  for  the  use  of  the  car. 

May  11  complainant  writes  the  assistant  general  freight 
ag(^nt : 

''Do  I  understand  that  tank  carsof  bulk  oil  are  taken  at 
20,000  pounds  each  ?  Also  that  200  cases  (or  60  barrels)  are 
takon  also  at  20,000  pounds  (per  special  rate  No.  62  A)  ?  " 

May  16  complainant  writes  the  commercial  agent : 

''  Do  you  charge  extra  for  return  of  empty  tank  cars ;  if  so, 
how  much  ?  " 

The  special  rate,  52  A  above  referred  to,  was  put  in  evi- 
dence. It  purports  to  be  issued  by  the  Missouri  Pacific 
Eaihva}' Company  and  gives  rates  '' on  illuminating  and  lu- 
hricating  oils  in  car-loads  of  300  cases  or  60  barrels,  or  per 
tank  car  of  20,000  pounds,  from  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  to  Yinitia,  L 
T.,  ?()5 ;  McAlistor  and  Muscogee,  L  T-,  $110.*'  These  points 
are  not  on  defendant's  road. 

Also  spc^cial  rate  53  A,  issued  by  the  Missouri  Pacific 
Kaihvay  ('ompany,  and  taking  effect  at  the  same  time,  as  fol- 
lows :  ''  Coal  oil,  car-loads,  from  St  Louis  and  Oarondele^ 
Mo.,  to  Newport,  Ark.,  $50  per  car  of  66  barreb,  or  per  tank 
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car;  Little  Rock,  Ark.,  S50  per  car  of  55  barrels,  or  per  tank 
car  ;  Texarkana,  Ark.,  45  cents  per  100  pounds."  The  rates 
per  tank  car  by  this  last  would  apparently  be  irrespective  of 
actual  weight. 

May  19  the  assistant  general  freight  agent  writes  com-* 
plainant : 

"  Replying  to  your  communication  of  the  11th,  I  beg  to 
advise  that  the  rates  mentioned  in  our  Special  No.  52  on  il- 
luminating and  lubricating  oils  are  per  tank  car  of  20,000 
pounds  ;  that  the  excess  over  the  number  of  cases  or  barrels 
mentioned  loaded  in  box  cars,  or  the  excess  over  20,000 
pounds  contained  in  a  tank  will  be  taken  at  a  proportionate 
rate  per  100  pounds.  In  this  connection  I  beg  to  advise  you 
that  our  rate  on  oil  in  tank  cars  to  McAlister  and  Muscogee 
is  50  cents  per  100  pounds.  In  other  words,  we  do  not  ex- 
ceed to  McAlister  or  Muscogee  the  rate  which  is  made  to 
Donison,  50  cents  per  100  pounds  when  in  tank  cars." 

May  21  complainant  writes  the  assistant  general  freight 
agent : 

"  Do  you  actually  in  each  and  every  instance  weigh  tank 
cars  of  oil  as  shipped  out,  as  well  as  the  empty  tank  cars  on 
their  return,  and  charge  full  net  weight  thereon  as  thus 
shown,  or  do  you  estimate  them,  or  how  do  you  do  this? 
Please  answer  promptly  and  to  the  point  and  oblige." 

May  2(5  an  answer  to  other  portions  of  this  letter  ignores 
the  above  query  altogetlier. 

St^veral  otlier  lettei-s  passed  between  the  parties  relating 
specially  to  the  discrimination  made  by  the  published  tariffs 
between  the  shipments  in  barrels  and  cans  and  by  tank  cars. 

September  8  complainant  writes  the  A.  G.  F.  A.: 

"  Please  inform  me  if  you  are  still  taking  tank-car  oil  at  an 
estimated  weight  per  car,  or  do  you  actually  weigh  each  and 
every  car,  or  do  you  take  the  estimate  given  you  by  the  con- 
signor ?  AVill  you  give  me  the  same  net  rates  and  weight  by 
tank  car  to  Austin,  Dallas,  Palestine,  Houston  and  Qalveston, 
that  you  now  give  the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  or  as  low 
net  rates  as  is  given  any  shipper  over  your  various  lines,  and 
please  name  me  those  rates  to  above  points." 
,    This  was  answered  as  foUpws  : 
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"  The  charge  on  oil  loaded  on  tank  cars  is  on  a  basis  of 

actual   weight,   minimum   weight  25,000,  at  the  established 

rates  which  are  open  to  any  shipper.  This  also  answers  your 

letter  of  the  8th  to  Mr.  O^Connor." 

The   minimum  car  rate  is  stated  in  the  evidence  to  have 

been  raised  on  defendant's  road  to  25,000  pounds  in  July. 

September  23  complainant  writes  the  A.  G.  F.  A.: 

"  You  refer  to  my  two  letters  of  the  8th,  but  fail  to  answer 
the  most  important  part  of  those  letters,  which  I  repeat  once 
more  in  order  that  you  may  clear  up  the  obscurity  of  your 
vision.  I  am  desirous  and  will  build  twenty  tank  cars  to 
carry  bulk  oil  over  your  system  of  roads  provided  you  will 
assure  or  guarantee  to  me  the  same  net  rates  that  you  allow 
the  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  or  as  low  a  net  rate  in  tank 
cars  as  is  accorded  to  any  other  shipper  to  such  general 
points  as  Austin,  Dallas,  Palestine,  Houston,  Galveston,  and 
other  points  reached  by  your  vast  system." 

September  27  reply  was  made  :  "  The  rates  charged  by  this 
company  are  open  and  alike  to  all  shippers." 

September  30  the  complainant  writes  the  A.  G.  F.  A.: 

"  Please  inform  me  of  the  largest  size  or  the  largest  ca- 
pacity of  tank  cars  you  will  carry  over  your  lines  and  the 
largest  capacity  now  used,  and  have  you  any  particular  re- 
quirements how  they  shall  be  built  in  order  to  conform  to 
your  general  rules  ?  Will  ymt  state  to  ine  more  definitely  and 
assure  or  guarantee  me,  in  case  I  build  tank  cars,  that  you  will 
give  me  as  low  net  rates  per  car  or  per  100  pounds  that  you 
will  give  to  the  most  favored  shipper  that  ships  in  that  man-r 
ner  over  your  lines,  regardless  of  the  quantity  shipped  ?  This 
assurance  and  guaranty  I  desire  before  I  put  my  money  into 
it,  that  I  shall  be  treated  exactly  alike  and  have  as  low  ne<^ 
rates  in  all  other  respects  (regardless  of  commissions,  &c.) 
that  is  accorded  any  other  shipper,  large  or  small.  I  am 
now  in  correspondence  with  tank-car  builders  on  this  sub- 
ject, and  desire  an  early  answer." 

October  4  this  was  answered : 

"  We  have  no  regulations  governing  the  weight  carried  in 
tank  cars  different  from  the  customary  rules  between  western 
roads  as  to  the  weight  carried  in  ordinary  cars,  nor  do  wo 
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require  these  cars  to  be  constructed  on  any  special  plans  or 
(limensionH.  You  are  probably  as  familiar  as  our  people 
with  the  kind  of  tanks  customarily  used.  As  to  your  request 
for  furtlier  guaranty  that  you  will  be  treated  alike  in  the 
matter  of  rates,  we  can  only  refer  to  our  previous  letters  on 
tliis  subject,  and  to  the  laws  under  which  our  company  oper- 
atc^s  as  a  common  carrier." 

It  cannot  be  denit^l,  we  think,  that  complainant,  from  this 
correspondence,  must  have  had  some  difficulty  in  determin- 
ing for  himself  what  ho  would  be  charged  on  shipments  in 
tank  cars.  The  statements  are  different,  as  they  relate  to 
different  points  on  the  roads  in  charge  of  the  parties  making 
th(un,  and  the  limitation  of  20,000  and  25,000,  and  the  refer- 
ence to  actual  weight  are  so  presented  as  to  be  confusing  to 
say  the  least.  On  May  5  complainant  is  given  a  rate  to 
Texarkana  by  the  tank  car,  25,000  minimum  weight,  but  the 
actual  rate  appears  by  special  sheet,  53  A,  to  have  been  45 
cents  per  100  ])()nnds,  irres])octive  of  (piantity,  and  the  evi- 
d(»nce,  w(^  think,  sti'ongly  tends  to  show  that  the  shipments 
to  Te.xarkana  were  actually  made  up  to  July  11,  regardless 
of  quantity. 

Whether  the  weight  carried  was  ascertained  by  actually 
weighing  the  cars  loaded  and  em])ty,  complainant  was  not 
told,  though  obviously  it  was  important  that  he  should  know. 
His  ])ersistent  ({ueries  elicited  no  response.  The  evidence 
tends  to  show,  however,  that  with  the  exception  of  a  few 
shi])ments  made  early  in  the  year,  the  actual  weight  was 
])aid  on  ;  but  certainly  complainant  was  not  to  be  blamed  for 
being  pn^ssing  and  persistent  in  his  inquiries  when  the  pub- 
lished rat(^  sheets  were  so  far  wanting  in  clearness  and  cer- 
luinty.  Had  all  the  facts  been  known  to  him  precisely  as 
thry  an*  brought  out  by  the  evid(Mice,  it  is  not  unlikely  that 
Miis  complaint  would  have  lu^en  limited  to  the  discrimination 
brtwtHui  the  barn*l  and  tank  rates  as  shown  hy  the  published 
t.irilVs.  AVe  do  not  find  evid(*nce  in  the  case  that  the  officers 
'^f  the  road  havt*  mad(*  use  of  any  devi(*es  to  give  further  dif- 
ferences than  thost*  which  the  rate  sherts  show,  and  the  tanks 
which  were  taken  at  uniform  ri»tes  did  not  differ  widely  in 
size,  as  was  the  case  on  other  roads. 
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It  is  apparent  from  the  correspondence  that,  as  regards  the 
tank  cars  furnished  and  the  return  of  them  by  the  company 
after  the  oil  has  been  delivered,  thi»  company  was  and  per- 
liaps  still  is,  without  any  definite  rule.  It  is  impossible  to 
doubt  from  the  correspondence  that  the  officers  would  have 
felt  at  liberty  to  make  a  charge  to  complainant  for  returning 
his  cars  if  he  had  shipped  over  their  lines.  It  is  not  claimed, 
as  we  understand  it,  that  the  Waters-Pierce  Company  was  so 
clijir^ed  at  the  time  the  letters  on  that  subject  were  written. 

Oil  the  whole,  wo.  find  that  neither  the  published  tariffii 
nor  the  correspondence  j^ave  to  the  complainant  the  informa- 
tion he  was  fairly  entitled  to ;  that  the  effect  was  to  repel  hid 
.xttempts  to  engage  in  shipping  in  tank  cars  in  competition 
witli  th(j  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company,  if  in  fact,  his  purpose 
W2is  iu  good  faith  to  enter  into  the  competition. 

On  behalf  of  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  Pa- 
eitic  and  the  Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad  Companies  a 
lefj;al  argument  has  been  filed,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to 
demonstrate  that  the  transportation  of  oil  in  barrels  is  so  far 
a  different  traffic  from  the  transportation  of  the  same  article 
in  tanks,  by  reason  of  the  different  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions, that  the  charges  made  upon  the  one  cannot  be  the 
])roper  measure  of  the  charges  to  be  made  upon  the  other. 
In  support  of  the  general  position  thus  taken  quotations  are 
made  from  Oreat  Western  li.  Co,  v.  Sutton^  4  Eng.  &  Ir.  Ap., 
239;  Lotspeich  v.  Central  Railroad  of  Georgia^  73  Ala.,  406; 
Cluaujo,  <tv.,  n.  h\  Co.  V.  People  67  111.,  24;  Oirardoty.  JGd- 
land  Ii\  Co,,  4  Railw.  &  Can.  Traf.  Co.'s,  291;  JVic/iolson  r. 
Creat  ^yei<tern  It  Co,,  5  C.  B.  (N.  S.).  636 ;  and  as  to  reason- 
ableness of  charges,  Denhy  Main  Colliery  Co.  v.  sMarfchesieTf 
cfv'.,  //.  Co.,  11  A])p.  Cas.,  97 ;  Smith  v.  Pittehurgh,  t&c,  R.R. 
Co.,  2:3  Ohio  St.,  10,  and  Ecans  v.  Oregon,  R  dk  T.  Co.,  1  In- 
terstate Commerce  Reports,  336,  are  relied  on.  These  are 
iustrnctive  eases. 

On  this  gen(Tal  subject  we  have  already  said  all  that  we 
think  iieeessarv  at  this  time.  The  traffic,  in  whichever  method 
e<^n(hu'ted,  is  one  traffic.  The  two  methods  are  different^  but 
\\\v.  eliiif  dilFerence  is  found  in  the  &ct  that  for  the  one  the 
def(  ndants  furnish  the  rolling-stock  and  for  the  other  they 


5(>8  INTERSTATE   COMMEIWE   COMMISSION   RETORTS. 

<lo  not ;  Imt  this  differeiu'e  cannot,  on  any  grounds  of  equity 
or  justice,  entitle  thorn  to  discriniinate  in  their  charges  as 
against  tlic  method  which  is  conducted  according  to  the 
usual  mode  and  by  accepting  the  facilities  they  oifcr.  Tlie 
conditions  are  such  that  justice  cannot  be  done  to  those  who 
send  their  merchandise  according  to  the  customary  mode,  ex- 
cept b}'  })rot(jcting  them  against  the  relatively  lower  rates 
which  are  given  to  those  who  adopt  the  other  mode. 

On  the  question  of  discrimination  against  the  complainant 
the  corn^spomlenco  w-ith  the  general  freight  agent  of  these 
roads  will  he  instructive. 

April  lith,  and  again  on  the  12th,  complainant  wrote  the 
general  manag(»r  of  the  lirst-named  road  for  rates.  On  the 
IGth  the  general  freight  agent  replied  as  follows:  "The 
])resent  rate  on  oil  in  barrels,  car-loads,  and  also  in  tanks 
from  Cincinnati  to  New  Orleans  is  34  cents  ;  Birmingham,  47 
amtH  ;  Meridian,  58  cents  ;  Vicksburg,  54  cents  ;  Knoxville, 
24.4  c(?nts ;  Chattanooga,  24.4  cents ;  Atlanta,  4G  cents ; 
Montgom<?ry,  47  ccMits ;  Jackson,  Miss.,  (51  cents ;  Mobile,  34 
cents  ;  Sc^lma,  47  cents;  Shrevoport,  74  cents  per  cwt.'* 

April  18  com})luinant  again  wrote :  "  Hates  from  Cincin- 
nati nnreived.  The  Standard  an^  selling  oil  in  Birming- 
liam,  Alabama,  at  prices  which  indicate  a  lower  rate  than 
you  (lUoti^  1  thiu-efore  desire  to  know  if  yonr  rates  from 
Ludlow  or  any  other  points  on  your  lines  are  lower  than 
rates  named  me  from  Cincinnati.     Please  advise  and  oblige.'* 

This  does  not  seem  to  have  been  answ(u-ed,  and  the  in- 
quiry was  renewed  and  elicited  a  response  on  the  28th  as 
follows : 

"Hates  <m  coal  oil.  I  beg  leave  to  infcn-m  vou  that  tho 
rate  on  coal  oil  in  barrels,  car-load  lots,  Cincinnati  to  Bir- 
mingliam,  is  47  c<mts  per  100  pounds. 

"  W<^  havtj  renewed  rat(^s  to  all  points  south  of  the  Ohio 
and  east  of  the  Mississippi  river,  as  })ublished  March  31, 
This  basis  will  continue  in  existence  until  the  Interstate 
Commission  have,  definitely  determined  th(^  question  of  the 
long-aiul-short-liJuU  clause?.  You  are,  of  courst?,  aware  that 
the  S.  IVy.  and  hS.  S  classification  makes  coal  oil,  car-loads, 
sixth  class." 
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The  noticeable  thing  about  this  letter  is  that  it  refers  to 
the  classification  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship 
Association  with  an  evident  purpose  to  have  complainant 
understand  that  this  complainant  recognized  and  accepted 
it.  The  proof  shows  that  such  was  not  the  fact.  Defendant, 
though  it  accepted  it  in  part  and  circulated  it  with  its  rate 
sheets,  repudiated  it  so  far  as  concerned  this  traffic  and 
some  others,  and  its  rates  were  matcuially  different  from 
wluit  they  should  have  l)een  had  that  classification  governed 
them.  The  repudiation  of  it,  however,  was  only  notified  to 
the  public  by  the  making  of  special  rate  sheets  which  were 
not  in  conformity  to  it ;  obviously  a  very  imperfect  mode  of 
giving  the  information. 

May  28  complainant  writes : 

"  Please  state  if  oil  in  tank  cars  and  barrels  is  under  same 
classification,  and  also  what  rate  per  barrel  you  ask  on  bar- 
reled oil,  also  in  bulk,  per  tank  car,  and  how  many  gallons 
you  allow  to  a  barrel  in  bulk  per  tank  car.'* 

May  4  the  general  freight  agent  replies : 

"  As  stated  in  my  last  communication,  the  classification  of 
coal  oil  in  barrels  in  car-load  lots  is  sixth  class.  I  regret 
that  I  am  not  yet  in  position  to  quote  through  rates  on  coal 
oil  in  tank  cars  to  all  points  reached  by  connecting  lines, 
not  having  yet  received  the  necessary  information  from 
them. 

"I  am  not  able  to  answer  your  inquiry  as  to  how  many 
gallons  will  be  allowed  to  the  barrel,  but  beg  to  assure  you 
that  every  consignment  will  be  waybilled  upon  an  actual 
weight  basis.** 

H(  rt^  is  repeated  the  erroneous  information  about  the 
classification. 

Mmv  4  complainant  writes: 

"  Do  you  take  tank  cars  of  oil  at  actual  weight — that  is  to 
say,  do  you  weigh  each  and  every  car?  At  what  rate  per 
barrel  do  you  now  take  barreled  oil ;  also  bulk  oil  per  barrel, 
and  how  many  galhms  of  bulk  oil  do  you  allow  to  a  barrel ; 
also  wliat  charges  for  return  of  empty  tank  cars?  In  my  let- 
t<*r  of  Ajnil  18  I  asked  you  if  you  were  now  giving  any  lower 
rates  to  other  parties  from  shipping  points  outside  of  Cin- 
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cinnati  on  coal  oil  to  tlio  various  points  and  places  named  to 
me  per  your  letter  of  April  18.  To  this  question  you  have 
not  as  y(  t  answered.  I  would  be  much  obliged  if  you  would 
answer  jnomptly." 

Til  is  was  not  answered  promptly,  and  on  May  7  complain- 
ant writes  complaining  of  the  neglect,  and  also  of  discrimi- 
nation betw4jen  shipments  in  barrels  and  in  tanks  supposed 
to  have  been  agreed  upon  at  a  meeting  in  Chloumi. 

May  1)  tlie  general  freight  agent  replies: 

**ltatrs  on  coal  oil.  Referring  to  your  two  favors  of  the 
4th  anil  7tli  instant  I  regret  that  my  frequent*  and  enforced 
absenec^s  t'lom  Cincinnati  have  at  times  prevented  as  prompt 
replies  l)eiug  given  to  your  communications  as  I  would  have 
wished. 

"  I  b(^g  to  inform  you  that  this  company  was  not  repre- 
sented at  any  meeting  held  in  Chicago  on  March  11th,  and 
also  tlijit  upon  all  shipments  of  coal  oil  in  barrels  we  pro- 
pose charging  ui)()n  an  actual  weight  basis. 

"  As  vou  are  av/are,  the  classitication  of  the  Southern  Rail- 
way  and  Steam shi])  Association  makes  the  rate  on  coal  oil  in 
l)arrels,  ear-load  h^ts,  sixth  class.  You  are  also  aware  that 
by  special  authority  of  the  National  Railway  Commissioners 
the  lines  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Association 
have  renewcul  their  former  rates,  and  I  take  pleasure  in  for- 
warding to  you  by  this  mail  a  copy  of  our  latest  tariff  from 
Cincinnati. 

"I  think  it  hardly  necessary  for  me  to  say  that  above  rates 
will  be  cliarged  to  all  shippers  alike." 

Here  the  mistake  about  the  classificfttion  is  again  repeated. 
The  rcfi  rcMice  to  the  National  Railway  Commissioners — by 
Avhi(*h  this  Commission  was  intended — was  misleading,  to 
say  the  Last.  The  Comniissi(ui  never  investigated  coal  oil 
raters,  or  tjave  "  s])ecial  authority  "  for  their  renewal;  it  never 
sanctioiKsl  any  difference  in  the  rates  as  between  tank  car 
and  barrel  shipme.nts,  and  had  never  up  to  the  date  of  this 
]<'tt('r  had  its  attention  called  to  them  in  any  way.  What  it 
did  N\cLs  lu  relieve  the  carriers  represented  in  the  association 
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temporarily  from  the  strict  rule  of  the  fourth  section  of  the 
Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  with  a  restriction  that  in  the 
iiioantime  the  diHparities  existing  under  their  tariffs  should 
not  bo  increased. 

May  11th  complainant  writes,  and  what  he  says  regarding 
the  classiiication  of  the  Southern  Railroad  and  Steamship' 
Association  is  altogether  natural  under  the  circumstances : 

"  Yes ;  I  am  aware  that  the  classiiication  of  the  Southern 
Kailroad  and  Steamship  Association  makes  rate  on  coal  oil 
in  barrels  sixth  class  (same  as  tank  cars),  but  what  does  such 
issuance  of  a  rate  amount  to  when  not  lived  up  to  by  you  and 
other  lines?  Mr.  Gault  wrote  me  and  called  my  attention 
particularly  to  a  printed  circular  issued  by  Virgil  Powers, 
eommissioncr,  dated  November  1,  1886,  in  which  barreled 
and  tank  car  oil  is  both  made  sixth  class.  Your  tariff  sheet 
No.  11,  dated  November,  1886,  just  received,  makes  barreled 
oil  fifth  class  and  tank  car  oil  sixth  class.  How  do  you  recon- 
cile this?  But  this  difference  is  trivial  compared  to  other 
jiiort^  gross  outrages  practiced  by  your  lines  and  others  in 
carrying  tank  car  oil  by  the  lump  (regardless  of  weight)  at 
about  one-fourth  of  that  charged  on  barreled  oil,  pound  for 
pound. 

"  You  say  that  upon  all  shipments  of  coal  oil  in  barrels  we 
propose  charging  upon  an  actual  weight  basis.  Does  this 
apply  to  tank  car  shipments  of  bulk  oil ;  and,  if  so,  do  you 
actually  and  without  a  question  weigh  each  and  every  tank 
car  of  oil  that  goes  over  your  line,  and  charge  full  weight 
thereon. 

"  Please  name  me  rates  on  oil  in  tank  cars  and  barrels  to 
Lexington,  Chattanooga,  Atlanta,  Birmingham,  Jackson, 
3Iiss.;  Miuidian  and  Vicksburg,  Miss.;  Knoxville  and  Hunts- 
ville,  Tcnn.;  Shreveport,  La.,  and  Montgomery,  Ala.  I  trust 
and  h()p(^  that  you  will  give  me  these  rates  promptly. 

"  Plcjisc^  state  if  any  charge  for  return  of  empty  tank  cars. 
Can  you  not  pro  rate  with  the  C,  W.  &  B.,  so  as  to  give  me 
through  rates  from  here  to  above  points?" 

The  reply  May  14tli  is  as  follows : 

"  In  my  letter  of  the  28th  ultimo,  which  you : 
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vised  you  that  we  had  renewed  rat^s  to  all  points  south  of 
the  Ohio  and  east  of  the  Mississippi  river,  the  same  as  were 
in  effect  on  March  31st.  I  have  already  sent  you  copy  of 
our  taritf  Xo.  11,  which  indicates  rates  now  in  effect  and 
which  have  been  in  effect  from  the  time  we  received  from  the 
National  Commissioners  the  exemption  fi'om  the  fourth  clause 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law.  I  note  your  requast  to  be 
furnished  with  rates  to  Lexington,  Chattanooga,  Atlanta,  Bir- 
mingham, Jackson,  Meridian,  Vicksburg,  Knoxvilie,  Hunts- 
ville,  Shreveport,  and  Montgomery,  and  will  endeavor  to  ob- 
tain the  necessary  information  from  connecting  lines,  and 
advise  you  further  as  early  as  possible. 

"  I  regret  that  v.e  cannot  pro  rate  with  the  C,  W.  &  B. 
road  and  our  rates  will  consequently  apply  from  Cincin- 
nati." 

The  inquiry  as  to  a  charge  for  the  return  of  the  tank  cars, 
it  will  be  seen,  is  not  responded  to. 

May  IGfcli  complainant  writes  to  get  rates  and  adds: 

"  Please  inform  me  why  you  cannot  pro  rate  with  the  C, 
"VV.  &  B.  on  the  throui'h  rate  on  the  oil  from  here.  Tou  cer- 
tainly  must  pro  rate  with  her  on  other  business  from  other 
points,  or  from  east  and  west." 

The  answer  May  20  was  that  "all  shipments  of  coal  oil 
pay  our  rates  from  Cincinnati,  and  we  are  not  prorating-on 
this  traiSc  from  any  point  whatever." 

Some  other  letters  near  this  time  are  omitted  as  not  be- 
ing important  to  this  controversy. 

May  *2S  the  gcmeral  freight  agent  writes : 

"  lief  erring  to  recent  correspondence  and  quoting  rates  to 
the  points  named  in  your  lettcir  of  the  11th  instant,  I  beg  to 
inform  you  that  the  following  rates  on  coal  oil  are  obtain- 
able fvom  Cincinnati  to  the  j)oints  named: 

Car-loads  per 
In  oar  tanks.  100  lbs.  in  barrels. 

Lexington S26  00  13  cents. 

Chattanooga 50  00  33      " 

Atlanta (U  80  46      " 

Birmingham GO  00  47       " 

Meridian 00  00  45      " 
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Vickaburg 60  00                 •  34  cents. 

Knoxvillo 50  00  33      *' 

Huntsville 37c.  per  100  lbs. 

Shn^voport 118  00  64      " 

iyit)ntgoiiiory 112  00  47       " 

As  bearing  upon  this  table  a  list  of  shipments  was  given, 
souHi  of  the  figures  in  which  require  notice.  The  rate — ^bar- 
re;!  rate — to  Lexington  was  soon  reduced  to  10  cents  per  100 
])()UTi(1s,  the  tank  rate  remaining  the  same.  The  average 
shipment  in  tank  cars  to  that  point  seems  to  have  been  of 
in  ,223  pounds  weight,  which  would  make  the  rate  on  tank- 
(^ar  sliipments  about  8.32  per  100  pounds,  and  the  barrel  rate 
about  20  i)er  cent,  higher.  The  only  shipper  to  this  point  in 
oitlior  mode  was  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky. 
In  <u)ntrast  to  these  the  shipments  from  Cincinnati  to  Chat- 
tanooga wore  in  tank  cars  varying  from  25,000  to  43,815 
])<)und8.  The  barrel  rate  was  33  cents  per  100  pounds.  The 
tank  rate  was  $50  per  car.  At  33  cents  per  100  pounds  the 
rate  on  the  oil  carried  in  the  smallest  car  would  have  been 
.1^82.50;  on  that  carried  in  the  largest  it  would  have  been 
§144.50.  On  an  average  of  the  two  it  would  have  been 
S  113.54.  The  average  makes  the  rate  on  barrel  shipments 
125  per  cent,  in  excess  of  the  rate  on  tank  shipments,  instead 
of  20  per  cent,  excess,  as  at  Lexington. 

A  similar  vast  discrepancy  was  shown  in  the  rates  from 
('incinnati  to  Meridian.  The  tank  rate  was  $60,  which,  if 
the  tanks  averaged  24,000,  would  make  the  rate  per  100 
])4)un(ls  25  cents  ;  or,  if  they  averaged  30,000,  20  cents;  but 
while  this  charge  remained,  the  rate  on  barrel  shipments  was 
raised  to  56  cents  per  100  pounds — probably  not  less  than 
175  per  cent,  excess  over  the  tank-car  rate. 

May  30  complainant  sent  the  following  letters : 

''  Please  name  rate  on  oil,  tank  cars  and  barrels,  car  lotSi 
to  Mobile  and  New  Orleans." 

Also : 

''  Yours  28th,  enclosing  i  es,  finally  to  hand,  after  several 
applications.  These  ral  i  i  prohibitory  on  my  8hipmento« 
as  you  know  fall  ^^^V  '''     i  e  or  method  of  the  tank- 
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car  shipment'  in  bulk  is  purposely  used  against  me  (who 
sliips  entirely  in  barrels)  in  order  that  I  cannot  compete  ivith 
the  Standard  Oil  Company  in  the  sale  of  my  products. 

'*  By  these  rates  thus  given  me  to  nine  prominent  points  in 
tlie  south  you  discriminate  against  my  shipments  not  less 
than  G7  per  cent,  and  as  high  as  213  per  cent.,  while  to  one — 
Huntsville,  Ala. — ^}ou  make  the  rate  the  same  per  100 pounds 
for  both  barreled  oil  and  that  in  tank  cars.  I  will  hero 
show  you  how  I  arrive  at  this  comparison : 

"iVJl  the  bulk  oil  carried  in  tank  cars  from  the  Pennsvl- 
vania  oil  regions  to  the  seaboard  pays  the  same  amount  for 
50  gallons  in  i)ulk  as  for  50  gallons  (including  the  barrel),  or 
the  emj)ty  barrel  is  carried  extra  to  compensate  for  the  re- 
turn of  tlie  c»mpty  tank  car,  and  cannot  bring  back  freight 
as  against  a  box  car  that  can.  I  maintain  and  assert  that 
the  tank  chyh  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  hold  at  least  100 
barrels  of  50  gallons  (or  5,000  gallons  each)  ofi  an  average^ 
whiles  s(jme  of  them  hold  over  G,500  gallons  (or  130  barrels), 
but  for  a  fair  and  ecjuitable  basis  I  will  call  it  100  barrels, 
and  lioriiwilli  j^ive  you  the  results  and  the  amount  of  dis- 
crimiijati(;ii  yon  dare  to  impose  on  me  in  the  face  and  eyes 

of  the  lnterst;ite  Act : 

For  100 pounds 
From  Cincinnati  to —  P«r  car,  Per     in  barrels  of    Per  bbl.    Discrimi- 

tank«.  barrel.    ^ 

Lexington,  Ky ^2i)  00  or  2() 

Chattanoopi,  Tenn..     nO  00  "  50 

Atlanta,  (Ja... 61  HO  "  ()3 

Birniinjxhnm,  Ala 00  00  '*  «0 

Meridian,  Mi.ss (JO  00  "  60 

Knoxvine,T<mn no  00  "  50 

Shroveport,  La 118  (K)  "  $1   18 

MonlKoiiHTv,  Ala...  .   11*3  00  "  1   Its 

Vi.-ksbin-g.  .Mi.ss 60  00  "  60 

llunt.svill«s  Ala CM'c.  per  100  lbs.  for  both.) 

"Do  you  regally  think  tliat  under  the  Interstfite  Act  yon 
can  boldly  j^o  on  and  thus  discriminate^  against  my  ship- 
ment.s  to  the  ruination  of  my  business,  which  you  doubtless 
are  willing  to  hazard  in  th(»  interest  of  the  Standard  Oil 
Comj^any  so  li>n,s^  as  tli<\y  foot  the  bills  or  compensate  you 
for  all  dama,L(es  that  may  accrue  for  such  gross  violations  of 
the  law  y 


)  pounds. 

nation. 

i:]c.  or 

53 

100  per  ct. 

;we.  ** 

^1  J52 

164   • 

46   " 

1  84 

196 

47   ** 

1  88 

213 

45   ** 

1  80 

120   ' 

83   ** 

1  32 

164  * 

04   " 

2  56 

117   ' 

47   '* 

1  88 

67   ' 

34   '* 

1  36 

126   • 
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''  I  desire  to  call  your  attention  to  section  10  of  the  Inter- 
HiiiUy  Act  as  a  further  warning  from  one  who  wants  to  ship 
liis  oil  products  over  your  line,  and  to  give  you  notice  that 
for  every  tauk-car  load  of  oil,  as  well  as  for  every  smaller 
lot,  L.  C.  L.,  that  you  have  carried  since  the  Interstate  Act 
has  tiikcn  eli*ect,  and  all  8uch  from  this  time  forth  that  dia* 
eliminates  or  has  discriminated  against  my  shipments,  I 
shall  hold  vour  road  and  all  the  officers  concerned  therein  to 
a  stiiet  aecountabilityfor  each  and  every  offense.  I  emphati- 
cally pi-otest  a^jaiubt  such  grosH  discrimination,  and  call  upon 
you  to  desist  as  an  extra  warning.  If  at  any  time  you  con- 
clude to  change  your  tactics  upon  this  subject,  please  inform 


inc. 


June  2  came  the  reply : 

'*  Your  two  hitters  of  the  30th  ultimo  to  hand.  The  ratcn 
ou  coal  oil  from  Cincinnati  to  New  Orleans  are  at  present  aH 
follows:  Tank  cars,  $G0  per  car;  barrels,  thirty-four  cents 
])er  100  jxmnds. 

''  It  will  ho  iiee(»8sary  for  me  to  communicate  with  my  con- 
m(  tio.is  hi'ioie  I  can  quote  rates  to  Mobile.  I  will,  however, 
do  this  as  (virly  as  possible.  Ah  regards  the  rate  to  Hunts- 
viUe,  I  would  explain  that  the  M.  &  C.  Co.  refuse  to  make 
51  ny  reduction  to  the  local  stations;  therefore,  I  could  not 
^ive  you  a  l()W(»r  rate  on  coal  oil  in  tank  cars  than  is  made 
on  l)arrels.  Wo  very  much  pn»fer  to  handle  thii*  traffic  in 
taidv  cars,  and  I  should  bo  glad  if  you  could  conveniently 
airan«j;(^  to  forward  your  oil  in  this  manner.  I  completely 
fail  to  iind  any  discrimination  in  this,  as  the  rates  are  open 
to  you  and  to  all  other  shippers,  and  I  shall  be  glad,  indeed, 
if  vou  can  us(»  them." 

It  is  scarcely  nee(»ssary  to  follow  this  correspondence  fur* 
ther.  1  rom  this  time  on  it  consists  largely  on  the  part  of 
complainant  of  complaints  he  makes  of  discriminations  as 
au'ainst  barrel  rates.  We  think  and  we  find  that  complain- 
ant w:is  unjustly  discriminated  against  by  the  Cincinnati, 
Tncw  ()il(\nis  nnd  Texas  Pacific  Railway  Company  during 
the  whole  j)eriod  covered  by  the  petition  filed  against  it,  and 
was  also  unjustly  discriminated  against  by  the  same  railway 
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company  in  connection  with  the  Alabama  Great  Southern 
Raih'oad  for  tlie  like  period.  We  tind  that  the  tank  rates, 
which  were  made  uniform,  regardless  of  quantity,  were  in 
themselves  an  unjust  discrimination.  The  general  freight 
agent  notifies  complainant  that  they  were  made  on  an  esti- 
mate of  seventy  barrels  cai)acity.  A  statement  put  in  evi- 
dence by  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentuckj',  which 
was  the  principal  sliipper  in  tank  cars,  showed  the  average 
capacity  of  tanks  made  use  of  in  their  shipments  to  be  over 
a  hundred  barrels.  This  increased  enormously  the  differ- 
ence between  rates  in  barrel  and  tank  shipments,  which 
wo  have  already  found  would  have*  been  excessive  had  the 
capacity  of  the  tank  cars  been  no  more  than  it  was  assumed 
to  be. 

We  also  find  that  there  was  unjust  discrimination  as 
against  complainant  and  in  favor  of  the  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany of  Kentucky,  in  this,  that  from  April  oth  to  April  21st 
defendant  was  nominallv  makinj;  a  uniform  rate  on  oil  in 
barrels  and  in  tank  cars  by  the  hundred  jxmnds,  but  it  shows 
without  dispute  that  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky 
was  during  tliat  time  sending  oil  in  tank  cars  over  defend- 
ant's road  apparently  at  tank-car  j-ates.  If  the  rates  were 
computcMl  by  the  Inuidred  pcmnds  it  was  not  only  on  an  as- 
sumed basis,  but  on  one  that  fell  far  short  of  actual  weight. 
In  point  of  fact,  there  was  no  shipment  whatever  in  tank 
cars  by  weight. 

It  is  notic(^'ible  also  that  it  was  not  until  Mav  28  that  com- 
plainant  was  enabled  to  obtain  tank-(rar  rates  to  Lexington, 
Chattanooga,  Atlanta,  and  other  towns  named  in  his  letter  of 
that  date,  y(»t  the  Standard  Oil  Company  had  all  the  while 
been  shipping  to  those  points  over  this  road,  and,  of  course, 
had  rates  given  it. 

It  is  further  to  be  noted  that  complainant  was  not,  on  his 
request  for  it,  given  the  information  whether,  if  he  supplied 
himself  with  tank  cars  and  sent  his  oil  by  that  mode,  he 
would  be  charged  for  the  return  of  the  empty  cars.  He 
shoidd  have  been  given  the  very  impoi-tant  information 
that  trackage  was  paid  by  defendant  instead  of  a  charge  ex- 
acted. 
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Tlio  general  freight  agent  failed  on  the  bearing  to  explain 
why  ho  several  times  made  referouoe  in  his  letters  to  the 
c'iMssitieatiou  of  the  Southern  Eailway  and  Steamship  Asso- 
(*iation.  The  cirenmHtances  fairly  called  for  Buch  an  ex- 
pL'ination.  It  is  an  important  fact,  which  this  oiScer  should 
hiiwo.  perceived,  that  without  this  classification  sheet  a  ship- 
per would  bo  unable  to  ascertain  what  the  rates  over  his  road 
were*  witliont  coming  to  him  for  them,  and  yet  his  company 
aceepttul  the  classification  only  in  part,  and  claimed  not  to 
b(^  responsible  for  it  further.  He  seems  to  ignore  the  fact 
thai,  exeopt  in  connection  with  the  classification,  the  pnbli- 
cratiou  of  his  rates  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  law. 

It  is  (juite  possible  that  this  officer  and  also  the  correspond- 
iu«j;  officer  of  one  or  more  of  the  other  defendants  did  not 
believe  comphiinant  was  in  good  faith  endeavoring  to  obtain 
tank  rates  for  his  own  use.  We  do  not  ourselves  know  that 
lie  was ;  but  that  was  no  excuse  for  keeping  from  him  or 
fr(.)ni  anybody  (dse  a  knowledge  of  such  facts  as  would  affect 
the  rates.  The  general  public  had  a  right  to  know  what  the 
raters  wert»,  and  any  one  who  was  contemplating  even  the 
possibility  of  making  use  of  them  had  special  right  to' ask 
for  them.  Complainant  had  a  legal  right  to  know  whether, 
wluin  the  charge  was  to  be  made  by  the  100  pounds,  it  would 
be  on  an  actual  weighing  or  oh  an  estimate. 

Ho  had  an  equal  right  to  be  informed  that  instead  of  being 
charged  for  the  return  of  the  empty  car  he  would  be  paid  for 
its  use. 

Tho  published  rate  sheets,  so  far  as  they  related  to  rates 
on  the  lines  of  tlu^so  defendants,  ought  to  have  given  the  in- 
formation on  both  these  points,  and  if  they  were  blind  or 
ambiguous  it  should  have  been  supplied  on  request. 

The  Newport  News  and  Mississippi  Valley  Company,  and 
the  Louisville,  New  Orleans  and  Texas  Railroad  Company, 
wf^  find  to  have  been  guilty  of  discrimination  against  com* 
plainant  in  taking  tank  cars  irrespective  of  capacity^  on  an 
assumption  that  the  average  capacity  was  eighty-five  barrelsi 
and  charging  therefor  a  rate  whioh^  as  compared  wilh  the 
rate  on  barrel  shipments,  would  have  been  relatively  too  low 
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hud  tiio  capacity  been  as  was  assumed,  and  which  was  rela- 
tively very  much  too  low  in  view  of  the  actual  capacity. 

On  the  hearin<j;  it  was  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  first  named 
of  those  two  defendants,  that  the  assumi)tion  on  which  its 
rate  was  estimated  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  upon  infor- 
mation given  by  an  agent  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
Kentucky,  which  was  believed  to  be  correct,  but  which 
proved  not  to  be  so.  The  agent  who  gave  the  information 
was  ])efore  tlie  Commission  and  admitted  giving  it,  but  in- 
sisted it  was  given  after  the  shipments  in  question  were 
made,  and  that,  as  he  understood  the  (question  put  to  him,  it 
related  to  another  line  of  cars,  and  not  to  the  line  in  use  on 
defendant's  road.  It  is,  perhaps,  not  very  important  now 
wliether  defendant's  officer  was  or  was  not  in  fact  misled. 
The  mischief,  so  far  as  concerned  the  business  of  complain- 
ant, was  done  by  giving  tank-car  rates  instead  of  rates  by  th<* 
weight  or  quantity  ;  and  this  wrong,  which  was  one  of  polii-y 
on  the  part  of  this  defendant,  was  made  more  prominent  and 
perhaps  damaging  by  a  misstatement  in  the  correspondence. 

Complainant  had  expresscul  a  pui*pose  to  o])tain  tank  cars 
for  his  own  business,  and  was  desirous  to  know  whether  he 
was  to  b(^  charged  by  the  car  irrespec'tive  of  the  capacity. 
This,  we  have  seen,  was  the  practice  on  the  road  of  this  de- 
fendant ;  but  in  reply  he  was  told  that  the  tank  car  was  esti- 
mated at  20,000  pounds,  and  it  iho  weight  was  more  the  ex 
cess  would  be  charged  for.  To  mak(^  sure  on  this  point  ho 
wrote  the  general  freight  agent,  and  the  reply,  June  1,  1887, 
was,  "  A  tank  car  is  supposed  to  weigh  20,000  pounds ;  if  it 
weighs  more,  then  we  will  charge  for  it."  In  point  of  fact 
the  assumption  was  that  the  weight  was  very  much  greater : 
85  barrels  at  825  poiuids  each  would  be  27,()JrO  pounds,  and 
the  defendant  did  not  make  any  additional  charge  when  the 
wiiight  reached  35,000  pounds,  as  it  sometimes  did.  If  this 
statement  was  made  in  good  faith  it  is  difficult  to  account  for 
it,  and  it  is  not  accounted  for.  If  it  was  the  result  of  mere 
carelessness  it  was  not  the  less  mish^ading  to  complainant. 
Th(j  iK^cessary  tendency  was  to  discourage  him  from  entering 
into  competition  in  this  mode  of  shipment  if  he  had  a  pur- 
pose to  do  so,  as  he  professed  to  have.     Had  he  proTided 
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himself  with  cars  for  tank  shipments  and  been  charged  as  he 
was  told  he  would  be,  the  discrimination  against  him  would 
liavii  put  KucccBS  in  the  traffic  out  of  question. 

It  appears  that  this  company  had  no  rule  or  settled  prac- 
tice as  to  paying  trackage  for  the  use  of  tank  cars,  and  con- 
sidered itself  at  liberty  to  deal  with  that  subject  by  special 
contract.  The  facts  were  brought  out  by  questions  put  by 
members  of  the  Commission  as  follows : 

**  Question.  Do  you  pay  car  service  on  the  tank  oars? 

'*  Answer.  On  some  cars  only.  We  have  an  arrangement 
by  which  we  do  not  pay. 

"  Q.  On  which  do  you  not  pay? 

''  A.  We  liave  an  arrangement  with  M.  EL  Fairbanks  k  Co. 
I  do  not  think  we  pay  anything  on  those  cars,  but  we  haul 
them  emj)ty  free. 

"  Q.  Well,  on  the  other  cars  do  you  pay  car  service  the 
same  way  ? 

"A.  We  are  compelled  to  pay  the  same  as  our  competi- 
tors, or  we  could  not  get  the  cars  to  handle  that  business. 
It  is  throe-fourths  of  a  cent  a  mile. 

''  Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  ^that  so  far  as  this  company  is 
concerned  we  do  not  pay  mileage  in  either  direction  or  haul 
any  empty  cars  free  ? '       ^ 

''A.  That  letter  was  written  in  April.  At  that  tiine  the 
matter  was  being  discussed  between  the  lines  that  refused  to 
pay  mileaf^e  on  any  cars,  and  because  they  spoke  of  its  being- 
abrogated  by  all  lines. 

"  Q.  Then  your  statement  there  that  you  do  not  pay  mile- 
ap;e  was  based  on  the  belief  that  the  conference  resulted  in 
th(jir  refusing  to  pay  ?  .    . 

''  A.  Yes,  sir ;  refusing  to  pay  mileage  on  all  empiy  can, 
but  I  told  Mr.  Biee  in  person  that  we  would  allow  him  the 
same  as  anybody  else.  ,'.*"* 

''Q.  Is  your  tank-car  mileage  the  same. as  it  is^bnaay. 
other  cars  ? 

"  A.  Yes,  sir  ;  three-fourths  o£  a  cent. 

''  Q.  That  is  the  regular  mileage  paid  on  oan? 

"  A.  Yes,  sir.     ^. 
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"  Q.  Can  you  specify  the  shippers  to  whom  you  pay  mile- 
age and  those  you  do  not  ? 

'*  A.  Tliat  is  an  account  not  kept  in  my  office,  but  I  know 
that  with  some  we  have  an  arrangement  not  to  pay  mileage. 

**  Q.  You  have  no  uniform  rule  on  that  subject  ? 

*'  A.  That  depends  on  the  kind  of  agreement  made  on  tho 
business. 

**  Q.  As  far  as  you  know,  M.  K.  Fairbanks  &  Co.  is  the 
only  (M>nconi  to  which  you  do  not  pay  mileage  ;  is  that  it? 

"  A.  I  cannot  say  that. 

"  Q.  You  have  stated  that  it  is  the  only  concern  you  know 
of? 

*'  A.  No,  sir ;  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  it  is.  I  do  not 
know  it  to  be  ao,  because  I  think  possibly  others  are  not  paid 
Diilcago  by  us. 

'*  Q.  How  is  it  with  reference  to  the  Union  Tank  Line 
cars  ? 

•*  A.  I  think  it  very  possible,  but  we  do  not  keep  that  ac- 
cMmnt  in  my  office.'* 

Here,  it  is  obvious,  are  or  may  be  present  all  the  mischieb 
that  attend  the  giving  of  special  rates  and  rebates.  The  rail- 
road manager  who  supposes  this  to  be  admissible  has  not 
fully  grasp(Hl  the  significance  of  those  features  of  the  Act  to 
n^guljiti*  commerce  which  were  enacted  to  establish  uniform- 
ity, cMiuality,  and  publicity. 

It  is  proper  to  say  on  behalf  of  those  two  defendants  that 
al'uu*  ihv.  liliiig  of  the  complaint  their  rates  were  revised  and 
made  much  more  reasonable  and  just.  It  is  also  proper  to 
giv(^  them  the  benefit  of  the  protest  made  by  the  general 
agent  of  the  first-named  company  against  being  supposed  to 
have  intcnitionally  carried  the  very  large  tanks  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  actual  capacity.  If  the  officer  was  misled,  as  he 
claims  to  have  been,  the  blame  should  fall  upon  the  party 
deceiving  him.  We  cannot  say  in  this  case  that  there  was 
anything  more  than  an  honest  misapprehension,  and  are  in- 
clined to  think  that  such  was  the  fact ;  but  one  of  the  diffi- 
culties attending  cases  of  this  nature  is,  that  while  the  law 
imposes  severe  penalties  on  the  carrier  and  ite  agents  for 
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iictH  on  their  part  designed  or  calculated  to  create  discrimi- 
nation as  between  shippers,  it  imposes  none  on  shippers 
thoitiKolvoH  who  by  artifice,  misrepresentation,  false  billing, 
or  other  deception  of  the  carrier  secure  advantages  to  them- 
Bidvos  which  it  would  be  illegal  and  punishable  for  the  car* 
rier  voluntarily  to  grant.  If,  therefore,  the  agent  of  the 
HtaiKhud  Oil  Company  had  purposely  misled  the  defendant's 
officer  in  the  matter  referred  to,  and  thereby  obtained  an  un- 
fair advantage,  the  complainant  would  be  without  redress, 
unless  on  the  ground  of  negligence  defendant  could  be  held 
responsible  for  acting  upon  the  false  information. 

Tlie  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Company  we  find  to  havo 
(liscriniiuated  unjustly  against  complainant  by  making  some 
of  the  barrel  rates  excessively  high  as  compared  to  those  on 
tank-car  shipments,  and  also  by  shipping  at  car  rates,  irre.- 
spoctive  of  quantity,  while  leading  complainant  to  understand 
that  if  the  capacity  exceeded  a  specified  minimum  the  excess 
wouhl  bo  charged  for. 

From  the  evidence  it  appears  that  during  the  period  in 
controversy  tank-car  shipments  were  made  over  the  road  of 
defendant  to  New  Orleans  only.  To  points  to  which  no 
tank-car  shipments  were  made  this  defendant  did  what  was 
also  done  by  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company 
in  some  cases — made  the  same  rates  by  the  100  pounds, 
whethiT  shipments  were  in  tanks  or  barrels.  If  these  equal 
rates  wore  offered  to  the  public  in  good  faith,  defendant 
ought  to  be  compelled  to  give  the  like  uniform  rates  to 
])oints  to  which  tanks  were  sent,  and  if  they  were  not  offered 
in  good  faith  the  defendant  ought  to  be  held  estopped  by  its 
own  rate  sheets  from  disputing  the  justice  of  this  uniform 
rule. 

13ut  in  this  case  wo  find,  as  we  have  so  often  found  in  oth- 
ers, tliat  parties  applying  for  tank-car  rates  are  misled  into 
supposing  tliey  are  graded  by  quantity,  when  in  fact  they  are 
uniform  l)y  the  tank  car. 

May  !>,  1887,  the  general  freight  agent  of  defendant  wrote 
complainant  as  follows: 

''  Yours  without  date.    I  replied  to  your  previous  letter 
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promptly,  stating  that  the  rate  on  oil  from  Cairo  (according 
tr)  the  tarifl*  sent  you)  when  in  full  car-loads  would  take 
fourth  class,  released,  whether  in  tanks  or  barrels,  which  will 
give  the  information  desired." 

May  4  he  wrote  again  : 

"  Yours  of  the  30th  ultimo.  Our  rates  on  oil  in  car-loads, 
released,  20,000  pounds  and  over,  Cairo  to  Jackson,  Miss., 
50  barrels  and  over,  $1.65  per  barrel ;  in  tank  cars,  24,000 
]>ouiuls  and  over,  37  cents  per  100  pounds ;  Cairo  to  N.  O., 
in  barrels  or  tank,  car-loads,  24,000  pounds  and  over,  24 
cents  per  100  pounds. 

"  We  have  no  raters  at  present  in  eflfect  from  Cleveland,  but 
would  refer  you  to  H.  Coope,  Ga.,  O.  &  W.  railroad,  Cincin- 
nati, Ohio,  for  rates  from  that  point  to  N.  O.  and  Jackson, 
Miss.,  via  Odin.*' 

What  is  noticeable  in  these  letters  is  that  the  rate  given  is 
tlie  same  on  shipments  in  the  two  modes,  and  that  a  mini- 
mum car-load  rate  is  mentioned.  The  agent  explains  in  oral 
testimony  before  thci  Commission  that  the  rates  here  speci- 
fied wer(^  old  rates  temporarily  restored,  and  that  there  was 
a  complete  revision  of  rates  afterwards. 

May  31  the  agent  writes  complainant : 

*'  Kates  on  oil. — I  have  your  much-appreciated  favor  of 
the  2Gth  instant.  We  charge  for  actual  weights  on  oil, 
whctlier  in  tanks  or  barrels,  and  as  previously  advised,  our 
rat(*s  tiTo  to  all  shippers  alike?. 

"  Tanks  which  are  hauled  one  way  loaded  are  at  present 
returned  without  extra  charge  in  the  same  manner  as  other 
foreign  cars  are  handled. 

**Tlie  Mississippi  Valley  joint  classification  makes  coal  oil 
ill  car-loads,  whethcir  in  wocm  or  in  tanks,  fourth  class, 
which  rates  we  charge  to  points  taking  Mississippi  Valley  joint 
classification." 

The  agent  says  of  this  letter  in  his  oral  evidence  : 

"  That  rt^fers  to  oil  to  local  stations.  It  does  not  refer  to 
>iew  Orleans,  as  Mr.  Rice  had  been  repeatedly  advised  what 
the  rate  was  th(*ro." 

Now  ])ut  this  in  ])lain  English  it  is  this :  Defendant  pro- 
jiosed  to  charge  for  actual  weight  on  oil  in  tanks  to  the 
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points  only  to  which  no  shipments  in  tanks  were  made.  The 
offer  oi  equal  rates  to  the  shippers  in  barrels  was  therefore 
ilhisory. 

September  30  complainant  wrote  the  general  freight 
a<^eut — 

"I  desire  and  propose  to  build  twenty  tank  cars  immedi- 
at(^ly  to  run  over  your  lines,  provided  you  will  assure  or 
gufirante(3  me  as  low  net  rates  as  you  accord  to  any  other 
sliippiM",  regardless  of  quantity  shipped ;  also  that  you  will 
carry  oil  for  me  in  tank  cars  from  any  point  or  station  on 
your  line  to  points  on  and  beyond  your  lines  at  the  same 
proportionate  (or  division  of  a  through  rate)  that  you  receive 
or  ^et  out  of  the  most  favored  shipper. 

"  Please  state  how  large  capacity  of  tank  cars  you  would 
allow  to  run  over  your  road  and  how  large  tank  cars  have 
betui  used  on  your  road  ;  please  answer  promptly." 

The  answer,  November  2,  is  as  follows : 

"  Hate  on  oil  from  Cairo. — Upon  returning  to  my  office, 
after  an  absenci^  of  several  weeks  out  on  the  line,  I  find  your 
favors  of  September  30  and  October  13. 

**  Coal  oil  or  its  products  in  baiTels  is  now  third  class ;  if 
released,  sixth  class;  actual  weight  to  be  charged  for  each 
('ast%  but  not  les^s  than  24,000  pounds  per  car-load.  I  trust 
this  li(;avy  nuluction  in  our  local  rates  will  enable  you  to  do 
a  large  busint^ss  over  our  line.  As  regards  our  guaranteeing 
you  as  low  net  rates  as  other  shippers  are  charged  I  have  re- 
peatedly assnr(Ml  ycm  that  our  rates  are  the  same  to  all  ship* 
])ers,  and  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  do  any  more  than  already 
statiMl  in  tliis  matter. 

"  I  btdievci  th(^  largest  tank  cars  we  have  ever  hauled  over 
our  line  contained  about  40,000  pounds  and  as  low  as  20,000 
j.ounds. 

'*  I  trust  tlii^se  new  rates  will  enable  you  to  ship  over  our 
line  not.  only  to  the  strictly  local  stations,  but  to  Jackson, 
Trnn.,  IfoUy  Springs,  Grenada,  and  Jackson,  Miss.,  as  well, 
at  all  of  which  points  tliere  is  a  good  trade. 

'*  We  would  also  like  to  handle  business  for  you  to  Aber- 
(1(M  ji,  AVest  Point,  and  Starkville,  Miss.,  which  points  we  can 
roach  via  Uurant  and  C,  A.  and  N.  railroad." 
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This  answer  was  as  polite  as  it  was  misleading.  Tlie  party 
writing  desires  us  to  understand  that  it  had  no  reference  to 
shipments  to  Now  Orleans;  though  nothing  in  it  or  in  the 
letter  to  which  it  was  an  answer  would  restrict  it  in  any  suck 
way ;  and  how  this  officer  could  reconcile  it  to  his  duty  to 
his  own  company  or  to  the  public  to  allow  shipments  of 
40,000  pound  tanks  to  New  Orleans  at  the  rates  charged  on 
tanks  of  20,000  pounds  he  fails  entirely  to  explain,  as  he  does 
also  to  explain  or  excuse  his  discrimination  in  this  regard 
between  shipments  to  New  Orleans  and  those  complainant 
might  make  to  other  points  to  which  the  other  shippers  over 
defendant's  line  were  not  sending  tank  cars. 

Here,  again,  the  question  of  paying  for  the  use  of  the  tank 
cars  comes  in  question.  It  has  been  seen  that  on  May  31 
the  general  freight  agent  wrote :  **  Tanks  which  are  hauled 
one  way  loaded  are  at  present  returned  without  extra  charge, 
m  the  6'ame  tuanner  an  oi/ter foreign  cai's  are  handled^  What 
is  meant  by  this  we  do  not  know.  All  the  evidence  adduced 
before  us  tends  to  show  the  rule  to  be  that  foreign  cars  are 
not  merely  returned  without  charge,  but  that  their  use  is 
paid  for. 

This  officer  being  on  the  stand,  the  following  proceedings 
took  plac(> : 

"  Q.  What  mileage  do  you  pay  for  the  use  of  tank  cars? 

**  A.  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  mileage. 

"  Q.  Have  you  no  knowledge  as  to  the  amourt  of  mileage 
paid  ? 

"  A.  If  there  is  any  paid  it  is  three-fourths  of  a  cent,  the 
same  as  other  cars.  We  make  no  discrimination  in  that 
matter. 

"  Q.  You  treat  one  car  the  same  as  you  do  the  other  ? 

"  A.  That  is  my  understanding." 

If  the  general  freight  agent  of  the  defendant  did  not  know 
what  the  rule  was  on  this  important  subject,  it  may  be  safely 
•assumed  that  the  defendant  made  no  publication  which  gave 
the  information  to  the  general  public.  So  long  as  that  was 
the  case  a  protest  that  uhe  defendant  makes  no  discrimina- 
tion is  not  very  assuring.  The  public  was  entitled  to  infor- 
mation given  in  an  authoritative  way  as  a  part  of  the  rate 
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slio('t  itsolf,ancl  should  not  have  been  left  to  a  suppose  or  imag- 
ine that  it  was  or  might  be  the  subject  of  private  arrangement. 

Notliinii:  in  these  cases  more  distinctly  challeni^es  atten- 
tion than  the  fact  that  several  of  the  defendants,  while  giving 
tank  rates  regardless  of  the  quantity  carried,  informed  com- 
]>lainant,  wh(^n  interrogated  by  him  on  the  subject,  that  if 
the  (juantity  exceeded  a  certain  specified  weight  a  charge 
Tvouhl  be  nnido  for  the  cxceHS.  The  published  rate  sheets 
()u<;ht  to  inive  given  clear  and  reliable  information  on  the 
subj(Ht,  and  it  was  only  because  they  were  silent  or  ambigu- 
ous that  the  inquiries  became  necessary.  The  remarkable 
thin^  about  the  matter  is  that  so  many  of  these  defendants 
should  njake  the  same  mistake ;  a  mistake,  too,  that  it  was 
antecedently  so  improbable  any  one  of  them  woidd  make. 
The  Louisville  and  Na8h\'ille,  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans 
and  Texas  Pacific,  the  Newport  News  and  Mississippi  Val- 
ley, and  the  Illinois  Central  Companies  are  all  found  giving 
out  tlie  same  erroneous  information,  and  no  one  of  them  can 
tell  how  or  why  it  happened  to  be  done,  much  less  how  so 
many  could  contemporaneously,  in  dealing  with  the  same 
subject,  fall  into  so  strange  an  error.  It  is  to  be  noted,  too, 
that  it  is  not  a  subordinate  agent  or  servant  who  makes  the 
mistake  in  any  instance,  but  it  is  the  man  at  the  head  of  the 
traiKc  d(  jiai-tnient,  and  whose  knowledge  on  the  subject  any 
inquin^r  would  have  a  right  to  assume  must  be  accurate.  In 
no  cas(»  is  tlie  error  excused,  and  if  it  be  conceded  that  there 
was  no  ])urj)()se  to  mislead,  the  case  is  not  relieved  of  un- 
])Ieas:int  {(Nitures,  for  gross  negligence,  when  it  is  damaging, 
may  Ix'  ccivially  culpable  with  wrongs  of  intent. 

In  our  review  of  these  cases  two  facts  have  been  constantly 
pressing  u])on  attt^ntion,  as  constituting  cogent  if  not  conclu- 
sive proof  that  the  several  defendants  operating  lines  east  of 
tlie  ^lississij)!)!  wei'e  not  endeavoring  by  their  tariff  sheets  to 
adjust  their  raters  on  grounds  of  relative  justice,  as  between 
tl)eii)S(>lv(  s  and  their  patrons,  and  also  between  the  two 
classes  of  ])atrons,  and  that  the  considerations  which  they 
say  in  their  answers  and  testimony  entitled  them  to  mako 
the  hi<^her  charp^  on  ban'cl  shipments  were  not  controlling 
in  the  fixing  of  rates. 
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One  of  these  facts  is  that  they  made  tank-car  rates  regard- 
less of  qujiutity.  It  cannot  be  said  that  this  was  done  in  ig- 
norance of  the  great  difference  which  existed.  It  clearly  ap- 
pears that  it  was  generally  known  that  the  differences  were 
very  great.  If  it  had  not  been  known  it  should  have  been. 
The  evidence  shows  that  the  weight  and  capacity  of  the  tank 
cars  of  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky  were  not 
sten(dl(Ml  upon  tbem,  as  was  the  case  with  the  like  cars  of 
some  other  lines,  but  the  difference  in  size  must  have  been 
very  obvious  to  the  eye,  and  defendants,  it  is  to  be  presumed, 
had  the  means  at  any  of  their  important  stations  to  weigh  or 
gauge  them. 

The  other  fact  is  that  the  discriminations  were  made  on 
no  principle,  and  could  not  possibly  have  been  measured 
from  a  ('onsidtiration  of  the  circumstances  which  defendants 
say  entitled  them  to  impose  the  heavier  charges  on  the  traf- 
fic carried  on  in  barrels.  Sometimes  the  rates  were  made 
the  same,  and  when  that  was  the  case  no  reason  has  been 
assigned  therefor,  which  would  embrace  all  the  cases  and 
distinj^nish  them  from  other  cases  in  which  the  discrimina- 
tions were  very  great ;  but  when  discriminations  were  made 
the  excess  in  charge  upon  l)arrel  shipments  varied  from 
twenty  ptu'  cent,  to  two  hundred  or  more.  Neither  greater 
risks,  gr(»ater  expense,  competition  by  water  transportation, 
or  any  other  fact  or  circumstan(*e  brought  forward  in  de- 
fense, or  all  combined,  can  account  for  these  differences. 
The  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  the  rate  sheets  were  not 
considerately  made  with  a  view  to  relative  justice. 

We  have  thus,  with  as  much  brevity  as  was  practicable,  in 
vi(i\v  of  the  great  bulk  of  evidence,  reviewed  these  cases  and 
exprci-.sod  our  conclusions.  It  remains  only  to  direct  what 
orders  shall  be  entered  in  these  cases,  respectively. 

In  the  case  against  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Bailroad 
Company  order  will  be  entered  that  the  defendant  do  foiiih- 
with  cease  and  henceforward  abstain  from  the  unjust  dis- 
criiiiiiiMtion  found  to  exist  in  its  charges  for  the  transporta- 
tion (>.'  petroleum  oils  as  between  shipments  in  barrels  and 
in  tiMiks,  and  from  making  any  higher  charges  by  the  hun- 
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(Irod  pounds  for  the  transportation  of  the  oils  in  barrels,  in- 
cluding the  barrels,  than  it  makes  or  shall  make,  contempo- 
rancouHly,  for  the  transportation  of  the  like  weight  of  the 
i>ils  in  tanks. 

It  will  be  further  ordered  in  the  same  case  that  the  said 
defendant  do  forthwith  cease  and .  hereafter  abstain  from 
making  uniform  rates  for  the  transportation  of  petroleum 
oils  by  the  tank  car  instead  of  by  weight  or  quantity  when 
the  capacity  of  the  tank  cars  in  use  on  the  lines  of  road  is 
not  uniform  or  nearly  so  ;  the  necessary  effect  of  such  uni- 
form rates  by  the  tanks  being  to  establish  unjust  discrimina- 
tions and  to  give  to  shippers  of  oil  in  tanks  undue  and  un- 
reasonable preference  and  advantage. 

In  the  case  against  the  St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and 
Southern  Eaihvay  Company  order  will  be  entered  that  the 
defendant  do  forthwith  cease  and  henceforward  abstain  from 
the  unjust  discrimination  found  to  exist  in  its  charges  for  the 
traus})ortation  of  petroleum  oils  as  between  shipments  in 
barn^ls  and  in  tanks,  and  from  making  any  higher  charges  by 
the  hundred  poiind;^  for  the  transportation  of  the  oils  in  bar- 
rels, including  the  barrels,  than  it  makes  or  shall  make  con- 
temporaneously, for  the  transportation  of  the  like  weight  of 
the  oils  in  tanks. 

In  the  case  against  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas 
Pacific  Railway  Company  order  will  be  entered  in  the  same 
forms  as  the  order  above  directed  to  be  entered  against  the 
liouisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company. 

In  the  cas(^.  against  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  and  Texas 
Pacific  liailway  Company  and  the  Alabama  Great  Southern 
Railroad  ( 'Om])any  order  will  be  entered  in  the  same  terms 
as  the  order  above  directed  to  be  entered  against  the  Louis- 
ville and  Nashville  Railroad  Company. 

In  tlie  case  against  the  Newi)ort  News  and  Mississippi 
V'alh^y  C()in])any  and  the  Louisville,  New  Orleans  and  Texan 
Railroad  Company  order  will  be  entered  in  the  same  terms 
MS  tlu)  onh^r  above  directed  to  bo  entered  against  the  Louis- 
ville and  Nashville  Railroad  Company. 
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In  the  case  against  the  Newport  News  and  Mississippi 
Valley  Company  and  the  Illinois  C'entral  Kailroad  Company 
order  will  l)e  entered  in  tlie  same  terms  mr  tlif*  onler  above 
directed  to  l)e  entered  against  the  Louisville  and  Nashville 
Railroad  Company. 

In  the  case  against  the  Illinois  Central  Eailroad  Company 
order  will  be  entered  in  the  same  terms  as  the  order  above 
directed  to  be  entered  against  the  Louisville  and  Nashville 
Kailroad  Company. 

In  the  case  in  wliich  the  Illinois  Central  Kailroad  Com- 
pany is  sole  defendant  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  any  order 
at  this  time.  lu  so  far  as  discriiiijinations  have  arisen  from 
rates  on  tank  shipments  they  t\411  be  corrected  by  this  com- 
pany if  the  order  made  against  it  in  the  case  last  above  men- 
tioned is  ol)serve(l.  As  to  the  fuij|6her  controversy  which  this 
case  presents,  what  is  said  in  the  cases  against  the  Mobile 
and  Ohio  and  the  Mississippi  and  Tennessee  Kailroad  Com- 
panies is  directly  in  point. 

In  each  of  the  cases  in  which  an  order  is  to  be  made,  as 
above  stated,  a  report  and  finding  of  facts  and  conclusions  is 
entered  herewith  and  is  to  be  considered  a  part  hereof. 

The  following  is  the  report  and  finding  in  the  case  against 
the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company. 

The  parties  in  this  case  having  brought  the  same  to  a 
hearing  on  oral  proofs  and  printed  arguments,  and  the  same 
having  been  duly  and  fully  considered,  the  Commission  now 
finds  from  such  proofs  the  facts  following : 

That  the  defendant,  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  Kailroad 
Company,  iii  and  was  on  the  22d  day  of  July  last,  and  for 
several  years  theretofore  has  been,  a  common  carrier  en- 
gaged in  tln^-  transportation  for  hire  of  property  by  a  contin- 
uous carriage  or  shipment  by  means  of  railroads  owned, 
leased,  or  o])erated  by  it  from  Cincinnati,  in  the  State  of 
Ohio,  to  Louisville,  Lexington,  Frankfort,  Bloomfield,  and 
Bardstown,  in  the  State  of  Kentucky ;  to  Nashville,  Guthrie, 
and  Memphis,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee ;  to  Montgomery, 
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Mobile  and  Selma,  in  the  State  of  Alabama ;  to  New  Or- 
loans,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana ;  to  Evansville,  in  the  State 
of  Indiana,  and  to  St.  Louis,  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  and 
from  Cincinnati  aforesaid  and  Louisville  aforesaid  t^  all 
{)()ints  on  its  lines  of  railroad  between  said  cities  and  the 
several  other  points  above  named. 

That  complainant  is  and  has  been  ever  since  the  fifth  day 
of  April,  1887,  engaged  at  Marietta,  Ohio,  and  its  vicinity  in 
the  business  of  producing,  manufacturing,  and  dealing  in 
p(3troleum  oils  and  shipping  them  to  various  markets  in  the 
Koutlicrn  and  Western  States,  and  has  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid  been  desirous  of  making  use  of  the  services  and 
facilities  of  the  defendant  as  such  common  carrier  as  afore- 
said for  the  transportation  of  such  oils  from  Cincinnati  and 
Louisville  aforesaid  to  other  points  above  named,  and  to 
other  southern  and  western  points  of  sale. 

Tliat,  in  order  to  have  such  facilities  and  to  obtain  such 
s<>rvices,  complainant  repeatedly,  from  the  said  fifth  day  of 
April,  1887,  up  to  July  22, 1887,  applied  to  the  said  defend- 
ants, its  agent  and  officers,  for  rates  upon  the  transportation 
of  such  oils,  and  that  defendant  made  to  complainant,  when 
it  gave  rates  to  him  for  such  transportation,  on  such  appli- 
cations, charges  which  were  not  reasonable  and  not  just,  but 
were  excessive,  and  in  violation  of  the  first  section  of  the 
A<!t  of  Congress  to  Regulate  Commerce,  approved  February 
•4,  1887. 

That  the  method  in  which  complainant  offered  oil  for 
transportation  on  defendant's  lines  of  road,  and  on  which 
such  excessive  charges  were  made  as  aforesaid,  was  in  bar- 
rels ;  that  he  had  many  competitors  in  the  markets  to  which 
he  proposed  to  ship  the  same,  the  principal  of  which  was 
the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Kentucky,  which  shipped  oils 
principally  in  large  tanks,  a  tank  of  oil  constituting  a  car- 
load ;  that  defendant  from  said  fifth  day  of  AprO,  1887,  up  to 
July  22,  1887,  all  the  while  made  rates  on  the  transportation 
of  oils  in  tanks  which  were  relatively  greatly  lower  than  the 
rates  it  made  contemporaneously  on  the  transportation  of 
oils  in  barrels,  and  in  doing  so  defendant  was  guilty  of  un- 
just discrimination    as    against    complainant^    contrary  to 
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the  provisions  of  section    2  of  said  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce. 

That  in  so  making  rates  on  the  transportation  of  oil  in 
taijis  which  were  relatively  greatly  lower  than  the  rates  con- 
temporaneously given  on  the  transportation  of  oil  in  barrels, 
defendant  was  guilty  of  giving  undue  and  unreasonable  pref- 
erence and  advantage  to  the  said  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
Kentucky  and  to  all  other  persons  and  corporations  who  de- 
livered petroleum  oils  to  it  for  transportation  on  its  roads, 
and  of  subjecting  the  complainant  to  unreasonable  prejudice 
and  disadvantage,  contrary  to  the  pro^dsions  of  section  3  of 
said  Act  to  liegulate  Commerce. 

That  said  defendant  during  all  the  period  aforesaid  was 
further  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination  against  said  complain- 
ant and  of  giving  further  undue  and  unreasonable  preference 
and  advantage  to  the  said  Standard  Oil  Company  of  Ken- 
tucky, and  to  all  other  persons  and  corporations  who  deliv- 
ered petroleum  oils  to  it  for  transportation  in  tanks  by  giving 
to  them  tank-car  rates,  irrespective  of  quantity  carried  in  the 
tanks,  though  the  tanks  greatly  differed  in  capacity  and  in 
load,  the  n(  cc^ssary  effect  of  which  was  greatly  to  increa«o 
the  difference  between  the  rates  for  the  transportation  of  the 
oils  in  tanks  and  in  barrels,  respectively,  though  the  same 
was  otlierwiso  too  gi*eat  and  unjustly  discriminating  as  be- 
fore stated  ;  the  so  giving  of  tank  rates  under  the  circum- 
stances being  in  violation  of  sections  2  and  3  of  said  Act  to 
Kegulate  Commerce. 

That  said  (excessive  rates  and  charges,  and  said  unjust  dis- 
criminations and  the  giving  of  said  undue  and  unreasonable 
prefenmcci  and  advantages,  all  concerned  and  had  respect  to 
consignments  of  oil  made  or  offered  by  complainant  for  trans- 
portation from  one  of  the  States  of  the  United  States  into  or 
through  one  or  mons  oth(»r  States  of  the  United  States,  over 
the  roads  ol:'  the  said  defendant,  operated  by  it  in  interstate 
commerces  as  a  common  carrier  as  aforesaid. 

That  complainant  was  wronged  and  damnified  by  sucli  ex- 
cessive rates  and  charges,  and  by  the  unjust  discrimination 
aforesaid,  and  by  the  undue  and  unreasonable  preference 
and  advantages  given  to  others  as  aforesaid. 
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Tlijit  no  higher  charge  can  rightfully  be  made  by  defend- 
ant for  the  transportation  by  the  hundred  pounds  of  such  oils 
in  barrels,  including  the  barrels,  than  is  or  shall  be  contem- 
poranoouslj'  made  for  the  transportation  by  the  hundred 
pounds  of  such  oils  in  tanks,  and  that  order  should  be  made 
that  said  defendant  do  forthwith  cease  and  desist  from  mak- 
ing siieli  higher  charge. 

That  order  should  further  be  entered  requiring  defendant 
Avholly  to  cease  and  desist  from  making  uniform  rates  for  the 
transportation  of  petroleum  oils  by  the  tank  car,  irrespective 
of  -»v(  iglit  or  quantity,  when  the  capacity  of  the  tank  cars  in 
use  on  its  line  is  not  uniform  or  nearly  so,  and  also  wholly  to 
erase  and  desist  from  further  giving  undue  and  unreasonable 
])r('ferenee  and  advantnge  to  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
Kentneky,  and  to  others  shipping  oil  in  tanks,  over  com- 
plainant and  others  shipping  oil  in  barrels. 

For  a  furtlu»r  understanding  of  the  reasons  leading  the 
Ooniniission  to  its  conclusions  reference  is  made  to  the  opin- 
ion in  this  case  and  in  other  cases  heard  with  it,  which  is 
tills  diiv  entered  of  record  herewith,  and  is  to  be  considered 
a  part  hertM)f. 

Tin?  findings  in  the  cases  against  the  Cincinnati,  New  Or- 
l(ans  and  Texas  Railway  Company ;  against  the  same  com- 
))any  and  ihv.  Alabama  Great  Southern'  Railroad  Company; 
against  tlu^  Newport  News  and  Mississippi  Valley  Company, 
and  against  the  same  company  and  the  Illinois  Central  Bail- 
road  Company,  were  in  substance  the  same  as  the  forego- 
ing. 

TIk^  following  is  the  finding  in  the  case  against  the  St. 
Ijnnis,  Iron  Mpuntain  and  Southern  Railway  Company. 

Tlie  ])arties  in  this  case,  having  brought  the  same  to  a 
h(\'ning  on  oral  proofs  and  printed  arguments,  and  the  same 
liaving  hocn  duly  and  fully  considered,  the  Commission  now 
finds  from  such  proofs  the  facts  following:  ^ 

That  tlie  defendant,  the  St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and 
Sontliern  Railway  Company,  is  and  was  on  the  22d  day  of 
*h)Iy  last,  and  for  several  years  theretofore  had  been,  a  com- 
mon carrier  engaged  in  the  transportation  for  hire  of  prop- 
orty  by  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipmenti  by  means  of  a  line 
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of  railroad  owned  and  operated  by  it,  from  the  city  of  St. 
Louis,  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  to  the  cities  of  Newport  and 
Little  Rock,  in  the  State  of  Arkansas,  and  the  city  of  Texar- 
kana,  in  the  State  of  Texas,  and  beyond. 

That  complainant  is  and  has  been  ever  since  the  5th  day 
of  April,  1887,  en,fi;agod  at  Marietta,  Ohio,  and  its  vicinity,  in 
the  business  of  ju'oducin^,  manufacturing,  and  dealing  in 
potroLMim  oils  and  shippinj^  them  to  various  markets  in  the 
Southern  and  Western  States,  and  has  all  the  time  aforesaid 
been  desirous  of  making  use  of  the  services  and  facilities  of 
defendant,  as  such  common  carrier  as  aforesaid,  for  the 
trans2:)ortation  of  such  oils  from  St.  Louis  aforesaid,  and 
from  other  points  on  the  line  of  defendant's  road  to  points  in 
other  States. 

That,  in  order  to  have  such  facilities  and  obtain  such  ser- 
vices, complainant  repeatedly,  from  the  said  5th  day  of 
April,  1887,  up  to  July  22,  1887,  applied  to  said  defendant, 
its  agents,  and  officers,  for  rates  upon  the  transportation  of 
such  oils,  and  that  defendant  made  to  the  complainant  for 
such  transportation,  on  each  of  such  applications,  charges 
which  wi^ro  not  reasonable  and  just,  but  were  excessive,  and 
in  violation  of  the  first  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce, approved  February  4,  1887. 

That  the  method  in  which  com])lainant  offered  oils  for 
transportation  on  defendant's  line  of  road,  and  on  which 
such  excessive  charges  were  made  as  aforesaid,  was  in  bar- 
rels ;  that  he  had  many  competitors  in  the  markets  to  which 
he  proposed  to  ship  the  same,  the  principal  of  which  was  the 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Company  of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  which 
(•ompany  shipped  principally  in  large  tanks,  a  tank  of  oil 
constituting  a  car-load. 

That  defendant,  from  said  5th  day  of  April,  1887,  up  to 
July  22,  1887,  all  the  while  made  rates  on  the  transporta- 
tion of  oil  in  tanks  which  were  relatively  greatly  lower  than 
the  rates  it  made  contemporaneously  on  the  transportatioor 
of  oils  in  barrels,  and  in  doing  so  defendant  was  guilty  of 
unjust  discrimination  as  against  complainant,  contrary  to 
tlie  provisions  of  section  two  of  said  Act  to  Begulate  Com« 
merce. 
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That  in  making  rates  on  tho  transportation  of  oil  in  tanks 
which  were  relatively  greatly  Jower  than  the  rates  contempo- 
raneously given  on  the  transportation  of  oil  in  barrels,  de- 
fendant was  gnilty  of  giving  undue  and  unreasonable  pref- 
erence and  advantage  to  the  said  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Com- 
pany of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  and  to  all  other  persons  and 
corporations  who  delivered  petroleum  oils  to  it  for  trans- 
portation on'  its  road,  and  of  subjecting  the  complainant 
to  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  section  3  of  said  Act  to  Begulate  Com- 
merce. 

That  said  excessive  rates  and  charges  and  the  giving  of 
said  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  and  advantage  all 
concern  and  refer  to  consignments  of  oil  made  or  offered  by 
complainant  for  transportation  from  one  of  the  States  of 
the  United  States  into  or  through  one  or  more  other  States 
of  the  United  States  over  the  road  of  the  said  defendant, 
operated  by  it  in  interstate  commerce,  as  a  common  carrier 
as  aforesaid. 

That  complainant  was  wronged  and  damnified  by  such 
excessive  rates  and  charges  and  by  the  unjust  discrimination 
aforesaid  and  by  the  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  and 
advantage  given  to  others,  as  aforesaid ;  that  no  higher 
charge  ought  to  be  or  can  rightfully  be  made  by  defendant 
for  the  transportation  by  the  hundred  pounds  of  such  oils  in 
barrels,  including  the  barrels,  than  is  or  shall  be  contempo- 
raneously made  for  the  transportation  by  the  hundred  pounds 
of  such  oils  in  tanks,  and  that  order  should  be  made  that 
said  defendant  do  fortluvith  cease  and  desist  from  making 
such  higher  charge,  and  thereby  giving  undue  and  unreason- 
able preference  and  advantage  to  parties  shipping  oil  in  tanks 
over  complainant  and  others  shipping  oil  in  barrels. 

For  a  further  understanding  of  the  reasons  leading  the 
Commission  to  its  conclusions,  reference  is  made  to  the 
opinion  in  this  case  and  in  other  oases  heard  with  it,  which 
is  this  day  entered  of  record  and  which  is  to  be  considered  a 
part  hereof. 
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RIDDLE,  DEAN  AND  CO.  v.  THE  NEW  YORK,  LAKE 
ERIE  AND  WESTERN  RAILROAD  COMPANY 
AND  THE  PITTSBURGH  AND  LAKE  ERIE 
RAILROAD    COMPANY. 

Tried  January  81  and  February  1,  1888.— Decided  February  24,  1888. 

Contracts  between  railroad  companies  for  the  advantageous  transaction  of 
business  at  a  given  point  Involve  corresponding  obligations  to  the 
public. 

Regular  patrons  are  not  entitled  to  preference  in  the  use  of  equipment  of 
common  carriers:  the  public  must  be  Justly  and  equally  served. 

Obligation  of  common  carriers  to  transport  freight  arises  upon  tender  of 
same  for  transportation  in  the  usual  way,  without  any  special  agree- 
ment; compensation  for  the  service  is  secured  by  a  lien  upon  the  goods 
except  when  payment  in  advance  is  made. 

Selection  of  either  goods  or  customers  is  forbidden  to  common  carriers;  less 
desirable  traffic  which  is  ordinarily  the  subject  of  transportation  and  not 
dangerous  to  handle,  must  be  accepted  upon  reasonable  terms,  as  well 
as  that  which  is  more  desirable. 

It  is  not  a  valid  excuse  for  refusal  to  furnish  a  fair  allotment  of  a  oertain 
class  of  cars  that  they  can  be  more  profitably  employed,  and  can  supply 
the  wants  of  a  larger  number  of  shippers  upon  another  portion  of  the 
line. 

Undue  preference  found  to  have  been  given  by  defendants,  to  the  pr^udloe 
of  complainants,  upon  the  facts  stated. 

J,  L.  Blacky  for  complainants. 

James  A.  Buchanan^  for  N.  T.,  L.  E.  &  "W.  R.  R.  Clo. 

J.  11.  Eeed,  for  P.  &  L.  E.  R  R.  Co. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Walker,  Cominissioner : 

Riddle,  Dean  and  Company,  the  complainants,  of  Pitts* 
burgh,  Pennsylvania,  are  a  firm  who  act  as  sales  agents  for 
yarious  mines,  and  are  engaged  in  selling  coal  upon  commis- 
sion. Coal  mined  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  is  sold  at 
Cincinnati,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  the  nsnal  method  of  trans- 
portation being  by  boat  down  the  Ohio  river.  In  1887  the 
water  in  the  river  was  low  for  an  unusual  period,  so  that  the 
tratisportation  of  coal  by  that  method  was  interrupted  from 
June  to  about  January  1,  1888.    The  supply  of  coal  at  CSin- 
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ciimati  became  short,  and  the  price  at  that  point  rose  until  it 
iKJcaiuo  an  object  to  make  shipments  by  rail.  Such  a  con- 
dition of  aftairs  has  previously  occurred,  but  not  often. 

About  November  1st  the  complainants  obtained  an  order 
from  Cincinnati  for  a  considerable  quantity  of  coal  and 
placed  it  with  the  owners  of  the  Federal  Springs  mines. 
Theses  mines  are  situated  upon  the  Pittsburgh,  Chartiers  and 
Youghiogheny  railroad,  a  short  line  which  connects  with  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Bailroad  at  Chartiers,  about  six 
miles  northwest  from  Pittsburgh.  From  Chartiers  the  Pitts- 
burgh and  Lake  Erie  railroad  further  extends  in  a  north- 
westerly direction  about  sixty-two  miles  to  Youngstown, 
Ohio,  at  which  point  it  connects  with  the  New  York,  Penn- 
sylvania and  Ohio  railroad,  which  is  operated  by  the  New 
York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western  Bailroad  Company  as  lessee. 
Tli(^  N(  \v  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  railroad  extends  from 
Sjiliiinanca,  New  York,  to  Dayton,  Ohio,  with  various  branches, 
one  of  which  crosses  said  main  line  at  Leavittsburg  and  forms 
a  direct  line  from  Youngstown  to  Cleveland,  Ohio.  At  Day- 
ton said  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  railroad  connects 
witli  the  road  of  the  Cleveland,  Columbus,  Cincinnati  and 
Indianapolis  Railway  Company  (hereinafter  called  the  Co- 
lumbus Company),  over  which.it  reaches  Cincinnati,  56  miles 
beyond  Dayton. 

By  an  agreement  in  writing,  dated  September  15,  1885,  a 
copy  of  which  is  on  file  with  the  Commission,  the  terms  up- 
on which  business  from  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  West- 
ern Railroad  (hereinafter  called  the  Erie  Company)  is  taken 
to  Cincinnati  are  very  precisely  regulated.  Said  agreement 
is  referred  to  as  part  of  this  statement  of  facts  and  need  not 
bo  recited  here  further  than  to  say  that  it  places  the  Erie 
Coni])any  substantially  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  Colum- 
bus Company  for  the  transaction  of  business  at  Cincinnati. 
Under  said  agreement  the  Erie  Company  is  considered  an  initial 
road  at  Cincinnati,  with  the  right  to  make  rates  on  its  own 
responsibility.  The  "  joint  depot  master  "  at  Cincinnati  rep- 
resents both  companies  without  preference  to  either,  and  the  - 
Erie  Company,  as  to  all  business  to  and  from  points  beyoil^ 
Dayton,  including  Cincinnati,  is  guaranteed  uniform  ibcila**. 
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ties  in  every  respect  with  tlie  Columbus  Company,  tlio 
owner  of  the  road.  Under  this  agreement  the  locomotives 
and  train  hands  of  the  Erie  Company  do  not  run  beyond 
Dayton. 

There  is  also  an  agreement  in  writing,  a  copy  of  which  is 
on  file  with  the  Commission  and  which  is  likewise  referred 
to,  bearing  date  October  20,  1877,  which  regulates  the  inter- 
change of  business  at  Youngstown  between  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Lake  Erie  Bailroad  Company  (hereinafter  called  the 
Pittsburgh  Company)  and  the  aforesaid  Erie  Company. 
This  agreement  gives  the  latter  company  control  over  the 
rates  upon  business  to  and  from  its  line  over  the  line  of  the 
Pittsburgh  Company,  and  has  been  treated  by  both  compa- 
nies as  entitling  the  Eiie  Company  to  designate  the  points 
for  which  its  cars  shall  be  loaded  when  on  the  line  of  tbe 
Pittsburgh  Company  and  the  character  of  business  in  which 
they  shall  be  used. 

On  March  25,  1887,  the  Erie  (jompany  as  lessee  of  the  N. 
T.,  P.  &  O.  R.  R.,  notified  the  Pittsburgh  Company  by  letter 
that  all  existing  rates  to  points  off  its  lines  were  withdrawn, 
excepting  as  follows : 

"  Points  on  the  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.  B'y  proper,  east 
of  Salamanca,  will  be  considered  as  on  our  own  line, 
as  will  also  the  points  on  the  C,  C,  0.  &  I.  B'y,  be- 
tween Dayton  and  Cincinnati,  including  the  latter 
point." 

On  April  1, 1887,  the  Erie  Company,  as  such  lessee,  issued 
its  freight  tariff  No.  1,  from  Youngstown  to  all  points  on  its 
lines  and  on  the  C,  C,  C.  &  I.  B'y  between  Dayton  and  Cin- 
cinnati, including  Cincinnati,  which  provided  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  special  tariff  coal  would  take  the  sixth  class  tariff 
rate.  The  matter  of  a  special  coal  tariff  from  points  in  the 
vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  to  points  on  the  line  of  the  Erie  Com- 
pany, lessee  as  aforesaid,  was  made  the  subject  of  consider- 
able correspondence  during^the  summer  of  1887^  particniarlj 
vith  reference  to  the  divisions  of  the  aggregate  rates  which 
Itrould  be  allowed  for  bringing  the  coal  upon  the  line  of  the 
[jPittsburgh  Company  at  various  points.    Thds  resulted  in  the 
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issuing  of  a  joint  coal  tariff  by  the  Pittsbui^Ii  and  Erie  com- 
panies, taking  effect  September  26, 1887,  from  mines  on  van-* 
(uja  ron/^Q,  inr^lnrling  the  Pitisbnrgh,  Chartiers  and  Tonghio- 
gheny  railroads, ''  to  points  on  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and 
Western  railroad,  lessee  of  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and 
Ohio  railroad,"  including  Cincinnati,  to  which  point  the  rate 
was  fixed  at  $1.70  per  ton  of  2,000  pounds. "! 

The  equipment  of  the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio 
Kailroad  Company,  leased  by  the  Erie  Company  as  afore- 
said, included  at  this  time  three  thousand  four  hundred  and 
forty-five  gondola  coal  cars,  which  were  very  largely  used 
between  Pittsburgh  and  Cleveland,  carrying  coal  towards 
Cleveland  and  ore  towards  Pittsburgh.  In  this  traffic  said 
cars  were  loaded  in  both  directions,  the  ore  being  distributed 
to  the  furnaces  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  and  the  cars 
then  moved  to  the  various  coal  mines  in  that  r^on,  where 
return  loads  were  obtained  for  points  on  the  line  of  the  Erie 
Company,  and  especially  ior  Cleveland.  In  October  and 
November,  1887,  this  traffic  'was  exceeding  active  and  de- 
manded more  cars  than  said  company  was  able  to  put  into 
the  service.  Said  gondola  cars  were  also  used  to  some  ex- 
tent for  other  business,  such  as  limestone,  iron  pipe,  etc.,  un^ 
der  instructions  from  the  Erie  Company  regulating  the  extent 
of  such  use. 

There  was  practically  no  coal  traffic  by  rail  from  Pitts* 
burgh  to  Cincinnati,  for  the  reason  above  stated,  and  very 
little  to  points  on  the  Erie  road  west  of  Akron,  Ohio,  except 
occasional  shipments  for  gas  purposes  to  Urbana,  Springs 
field,  Dayton,  &c.  Anthracite  coal  was  taken  in  box  cars 
over  tiie  Erie  road  to  Cincinnati  from  points  in  Eastezn 
Pennsylvania. 

Tlio  mines  on  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh,  Chartiers  and* 
You^hiogheny  railroad  were  supplied  with  cars  by  the  Pitts-* 
burgh  Company  upon  requisitions  made  by  the  dispatchet^of 
the  former  road  at  Chartiers,  who  was  accustomed  to  ascer- 
tain the  number  of  cars  needed  on  his  line  daily  and  orfliar 
them  in  bulk  from  the  Pittsburgh  Company,  the  destinfttidii 
of  the  cars  not  being  known  by  the  latter  company  until 
they  were  received  loaded  at  Chartiers.  ^ 
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Said  joint  tariff  naming  a  rate. of  $1.70  per  ton  on  coal  from 
points  on  the  line  of  the  Pittsburgh,  Chartiers  and  Youghio- 
gheny  railroad  to  Cincinnati  was  in  force  on  November  3, 
1887,  at  which  time  one  of  the  complainant  firm,  together 
with  the  owner  of  said  Federal  Springs  mines,  called  on  the 
general  freight  agent  of  said  Pittsburgh  Company,  at  Pitts- 
burgh, for  the  purpose  of  making  arrangements  for  the  trans- 
portation of  said  coal  which  they  had  arranged  to  sell  at 
Cincinnati.  They  I^iquired  if  coal  could  be  shipped  from 
said  mines  to  Cincinnati,  and  he  replied  that  he  had  no  in- 
structions to  the  contrary  and  knew  of  nothing  in  the  way. 
They  thereupon  ordered  cars  foj  said  purpose  from  the  dis- 
patcher of  the  Pittsburgh,  Chartiers  and  Youghiogheny  rail- 
road, and  several  cars  were  furnished,  loaded,  and  sent  for- 
ward, consigned  to  Cincinnati.  Ten  of  these  cars  went 
through  and  the  freight  at  the  tariff  rate  was  paid  at  Cincin- 
nati by  the  consignee. 

About  this  time  other  shippers  %lso  desired  to  forward  coal 
to  Cincinnati  and  applied  for  cars  for  that  purpose.  Their 
application  was  referred  to  the  Erie  Company,  which,  on 
November  4,  replied  declining  to  allow  cars  to  be  loaded 
with  coal  for  Cincinnati.  At  this  time  all  other  classes  of 
merchandise  were  going  forward  from  Pittsburgh  to  Cincin- 
nati over  this  route  as  tendered.  The  Erie  Company  pres- 
ently became  aware  of  the  coal  shipments  passing  over  its 
line  from  the  Federal  Springs  mines  to  Cincinnati,  and  at 
once  issued  orders  to  stop  all  cars  so  consigned  wherever 
they  might  be  upon  the  route,  and  to  load  no  more  cars  with 
coal  for  Cincinnati.  Several  cars  so  loaded  and  on  the  way 
were  stopped  at  various  points  under  this  order,  and  not 
allowed  to  go  through,  the  coal  upon  them  being  otherwise 
disposed  of. 

On  November  8  complainants,  by  letter,  applied  to  the 
Erie  Company  for  cars,  stating  that  the  Pittsburgh  Company 
had  refused  to  load  cars  for  Cincinnati,  and  requested  ten 
cars  a  day.  To  this  the  Erie  Company,  on  the  10th,  replied 
that  it  had  referred  the  matter  to  the  general  freight  agent  of 
the  Pittsburgh  road.    Meanwhile,  on  the  9th,  the  same  offi- 
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cer  of  the  Erie  Company  had  telegraphed  the  general  freight 
agent  of  the  Pittsburgh  Company  as  follows : 

"  The  C,  C,  C.  and  I.  being  blocked  with  bulk  freight 
and  that  for  delivery  in  Cincinnati  yard  they  have  de- 
clined receiving  any  more  from  us.  Please  see  that 
no  coal  or  other  freight  frr  yard  delivery  in  Cincinnati 
is  taken  until  notice." 

which  wjis  followed,  on  November  10,  by  the  fo.llowing  tele- 
gram to  the  same  officer : 

"  Please  give  the  necessary  ten  days'  notice  at  once 
'Withdrawing  all  rates  on  coal  to  points  on  our  line 
west  of  Akron." 

» 

This  request  was  repeated  by  wire  the  same  afternoon  and 
mor(5  urgently  insisted  upon ;  and  on  the  same  day  a  printed 
notice  was  issued  by  the  Pittsburgh  Company  to  the  effect 
that  on  and  after  Noven&ber  20,  1887,  rates  on  coal  to  all 
points  on  or  reached  via  the  Erie  Company  west  of  Akron 
named  in  said  joint  coal  tariff  would  be  withdrawn.  On  the 
same  day  complainants  exhibited  to  the  agent  of  the  Pitts- 
bur^h  Company  a  letter  from  his  consignee  at  Cincinnati 
containing  the  following : 

*'  We  have  our  own  switches  and  unload  all  our 
stock  from  our  own  tracks ;  have  room  for  over  fifty 
cars.  I  liave  seen  the  C,  C,  C.  and  I.  railway  and 
liave  arranged  with  them  to  have  all  coal  consigned 
to  us  (;ome  forward  without  delay.  We  will  unload 
cars  promptly ;  can  use  all  you  can  ship  at  present ; 
will  want  shipments  shut  off  as  soon  as  the  water 
comes." 

Comi)lainants  also  continued  to  apply  to  the  officers  of 
l)oth  coiii})aiues  for  cars.  On  the  11th  complainants  observ- 
ing that  said  notice  withdrawing  said  coal  tariff  to  points 
west  of  Akron  did  not  take  effect  until  November  20,  tender- 
ed conl  for  sliipmcnit  under  the  old  rate  until  the  ten  days 
should  expire.     No  cars,  however,  were  furnished  for  this 
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purpose  and  no  further  shipments  were  made.  On  Novem- 
ber 11  the  general  freight  agent  of  the  Erie  Company  wrote 
the  Pittsburgh  Company  as  follows : 

**  IlefeiTing  to  my  notice  to  you  to  give  ten  days' 
notice  and  withdraw  all  rates  on  coal  in  effect  to  points 
west  of  Akron  on  our  line,  after  this  time  we  will  not 
accept  less  than  our  present  sixth  class  per  hundred 
pounds,  copy  of  which  I  enclose  you,  from  Youngs- 
town  to  the  points  west  of  Akron  on  our  own  line,  and 
you  are  at  liberty,  if  you  see  fit,  to  publish  a  tariff  up- 
on this  basis ;  but  this  must  not  be  construed  as  giv- 
ing you  the  privilege  of  loading  our  cars  for  these 
points ;  but  if  inquiry  is  made  for  shipments  based  up- 
on these  rates,  we  >vill  take  up  the  question  and  ascer-. 
tain  if  box  cars  can  be  furnished ;  but  under  no  cir- 
cumstances could  we  furnish  gondola  cars." 

On  November  12  he  notified  the  Pittsburgh  road  by  tele- 
graph as  follows : 

"  Shipments  of  bulk  freight,  etc.,  for  Cincinnati  yard 
delivery  can  now  be  resumed ;  but  this  must  not  be 
construed  to  mean  that  you  can  forward  coal  in  gon- 
dola cars  for  Cincinnati  delivery." 

Complainants  afterward  applied  to  the  Pittsburgh  Com- 
pany for  information  as  to  what  rate  would  be  charged  on 
coal  to  Cincinnati.  Inquiry  made  by  said  company  of  the 
Erie  Company  was  answered  on  November  16  by  the  follow- 
ing telegram  from  the  latter  company : 

"  I  see  no  necessity  for  your  inquiry  in  regard  to 
the  rate  on  coal  for  Cincinnati,  as  you  have  full  ad- 
vices as  to  just  what  we  will  do  on  this  business." 

"WTiereupon  the  Pittsburgh  Company  notified  the  Federal 
Springs  mines,  on  November  17,  as  follows : 

"  Best  rate  I  can  procure  from  N.  T.,  P.  and  O.  B. 
R.  iH  two  seventy  per  ton,  mines  to  Cincinnati.  If  you 
want  to  use  this  rate  please  let  me  know,  and  I  will 
ask  them  if  they  will  furnish  cars  at  this  figure." 
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Said  rate  of  $2.70  per  ton  was  the  regular  sixth  dass  tariff 
rate  then  in  force.  During  this  time  the  rate  from  Pittsburgh 
and  vi(!inity  to  Cincinnati  via  the  Pennsylvania  and  the  Bal- 
timore  and  Ohio  lines  M'as  $1.70  per  ton;  but  those  lines 
wt)re  not  available  for  shipments  from  the  mines  in  question. 
On  defendant's  line  the  rate  from  said  mines  to  Cleveland  is 
uirety  centB  i)er  ton ;  the  distance  from  Pittsburgh  to  deve- 
land  is  135  miles,  and  the  distance  from  Pittsburgh  to  Cin- 
ciunati  is  3C8  miles. 

It  is  customary  generally,  as  well  as  on  tho  defendant 
roads,  to  transport  coal  at  a  special  or  commodity  rate. 

Upon  those  facts  the  complainants  insist  that  the  defend- 
ants unjustly  discriminated  against  them  in  favo  of  other 
shippers,  in  failing  and  refusing  to  furnish  cars  and  trans- 
port tiunr  coal  to  Cincinnati,  whereby  the  complainants  were 
subjected  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and -disad- 
vantage, to  their  great  pecuniary  loss. 

It  is  ol)\dous  that  this  case  materially  differs  from  the  case 
of  tlic  same  complainants  against  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake 
Erie  Hailroad  Company  heretofore  decided  by  the  Commis- 
sion (1  I.  C.  C.  Eep.,  874).  In  that  case  the  proposed  ship- 
m(nits  were  to  be  consigned  to  Buffalo,  and  the  Lake  Shore 
and  Michigan  Southern  Bailroad  Company,  over  which  the 
coal  was  to  be  transported  from  Youngstown  and  which  was 
entith'd  to  tix  the  rati)  and  to  direct  the  movement  of  cars  on 
the  line  in  question  was  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings  be- 
fon^  the  Counuission.  Other  distinctions  also  exist,  but  the 
ahovp  fact  was  of  itself  sufficient  to  disentitle  complainants 
to  relit^f,  <iven  if  the  charge  of  unreasonable  preference  had' 
been  made  out  upon  the  facts.  (See  same  case  on  motion 
for  n»-arguTn<int,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  490.) 

Ill  the  present  case  the  same  ruling  is  invoked  upon  the 
ground  tliat  Cincinnati  is  not  upon  the  line  of  defendants* 
roads,  ])ut  is  on  the  line  of  the  C,  C,  C.  and  L  railway  fifty-' 
six  inih's  beyond  Dayton.  An  examination  of  the  contralct 
Ix^tween  tlu  Eri(^  and  Columbus  companies  above  referred  to, 
antl  thc^  working  thereof,  shows,  however,  that  Cincinnati  is 
treated  for  all  practical  purposes  as  a  point  upon  the  line  of 
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the  Erie  Company.  The  leading  object  in  view  in  said  agree- 
ment obviously  was  to  place  the  Erie  Company  upon  an 
(^quality  with  the  Columbus  Company  in  respect  to  all  busi- 
ness to  and  from  Cincinnati,  both  passenger  and  freight,  and 
that  equality  appears  to  have  been  adequately  established  by 
the  terms  of  the  instrument.  The  Erie  Company  is  substan- 
tially as  well  accommodated  in  its  competition  for  business 
to  and  from  Cincinnati  as  it  would  be  by  an  independent  line 
of  rojid  under  its  own  exclusive  control.  Rights,  powers  and 
privileges  like  those  obtained  under  said  contract  involve  and 
impose  corresponding  obligations.  If,  as  between  the  roads, 
the  Erie  Company  is  '*  to  be  treated  as  an  initial  company 
entirely  independent  of  the  Columbus  Company  in  soliciting 
business,'*  with  the  right  to  make  its  own  rates,  its  own  agree- 
ments for  interchange  of  traiBc  with  connecting  roads,  etc.,  it 
cannot  properly  claim  to  take  any  diflferent  position  as  between 
itself  and  the  public.  Pursuant  to  the  rights  secured  under 
said  agreement  the  Erie  Company  names  Cincinnati  upon  its 
time  tables  and  its  tariffs  in  the  same  manner  as  it  treats 
points  situated  upon  its  main  line.  It  consigns  freight  of  all 
classes  to  that  city  in  its  own  cars  and  upon  its  local  freight 
tariff.  In  naming  rates  from  Toungstown  and  elsewhere  it 
includes  all  points  from  Dayton  to  Cincinnati,  inclusive,  in 
precisely  the  same  way  as  points  north  of  Dajijon  are  named, 
and  it  is  largely  for  its  advantage  to  be  able  to  so  treat  those 
I)oints.  Advantages,  however,  often  involve  correlative  duties, 
and  we  should  be  doing  violence  to  the  established  facts  if 
we  were  to  treat  Cincinnati  otherwise  than  as  a  point  upon 
the  line  of  the  Erie  Company  for  the  purposes  of  this  pro- 
ceeding. 

The  course  taken  by  the  defendants  in  respect  to  the  mat- 
ters above  stated  was  personally  directed  by  the  general  freight 
agent  of  the  Erie  Company  in  charge  of  the  freight  traffic  of 
the  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  railroad.  He  was  a 
witness  on  the  hearing  before  the  Commission.  His  testi- 
mony was  to  the  effect  that  in  November,  1887,  his  road  was 
not  able  to  meet  the  demands  of  its  "regular  patrons*'  for 
cars,  and  that  the  use  of  any  part  of  the  equipment  of  the 
lino  for  ciiny^ng  coal  to  Cincinnati  would  have  been  disas* 
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trous  to  other  interests  by  reason  of  the  time  which  would  ne- 
cessarily be  consumed  by  the  cars  in  going  and  returning.  He 
explained  that  by  "  patrons  "  he  did  not  refer  simply  to  people 
doing  business  on  the  line  of  the  Erie  road,  but  also  to  ship- 
pers of  coal  in  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburgh  who  were  dependent 
upon  the  cars  of  the  Erie  for  transportation,  which  were  fur- 
nished "  to  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  to  distribute  to  our 
patrons  there;"  which  cars  were  rapidly  moved  between 
Cleveland  and  Pittsburgh  carrying  coal  and  ore  in  the  man- 
ner above  described.  He  apparently  acted  upon  the  idea 
that  he  was  entitled  to  look  out  for  the  needs  of  shippers 
who  had  an  established  business  and  course  of  traffic  over 
his  line  in  preference  to  the  requirements  of  an  occasional 
shipper  or  of  one  whose  dealings  might  be  limited  in  extent 
and  were  sure  to  terminate  soon. 

This,  in  short,  is  a  claim  that  regular  customers  are  en- 
titled to  preference  over  occasional  customers.  It  was  sup- 
])()rted  by  abundant  proof  that  the  opportunity  for  profitable 
shipment  of  coal  to  Cincinnati  was  exceedingly  unusual  and 
nii<i;ht  never  occur  again. 

This  claim,  supported  by  this  fact,  presents  no  justifica- 
tion for  the  refusal  to  undertake  the  carriage  of  the  coal.  A 
(U)mmon  carrier  is  under  obligation  to  serve  the  public 
equally  and  justly  ;  it  is  unlawful  for  him  "to  make  or  give 
any  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any 
particular  person,  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or 
any  particular  description  of  traffic  in  any  respect  whatso- 
ever." He  must  know  no  friends  and  concede  no  unequal 
f Ivors.  The  opportunity  for  profit  of  a  stranger  in  a  single 
aud  unusual  transaction  should  be  held  as  important  by  the 
<ai ri(ir  as  tli(^  traffic  of  a  constant  shipper ;  no  preference 
should  be  given  to  either.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  common  car- 
rier to  provide  adequate  equipment  for  the  business  of  his 
line  ;  if  in  time  of  special  pressure  some  one  must  wait;  the' 
annoyance  must  be  distributed  with  all  possible  equality.  It 
is  in  contravention  of  the  statute  for  a  common  carrier  to  re- 
fiis(»  a  slii])nient  upon  the  ground  that  regular  patrons  desire 
to  us(»  all  the  facilities  at  hand,  and  to  appropriate  to  the  uses 
of  the  latter  the  entire  available  equipment. 
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It  in  not  necessary  for  a  shipper  to  make  a  special  coq- 
truct  with  a  commuu  carrier  iu  ordt^r  tu  eDtitle  bimself  to 
transpiirtation  for  his  irooda.  A  *:oii)inf>n  cjirn'or,  hy  virtuo 
of  hiu  asKUDiiug  that  positiou  aud  thcrubj  becoming  entitled 
t<i  thf  privileges,  Huns,  and  protections  given  by  statute  and 
at  the  i^ummon  luw,  becomes  at  the  same  time  bound  to 
carry  the  morfhiindiBe  of  all,  for  a  reasonable  reward,  when- 
ever tendered  in  the  usual  way.  The  difference  between  a.  \ 
common  carrier  and  a  jirivata  earner  consists  largely  in  that 
obligation,  which  arises  without  special  agreement.  The 
oompeusution  of  the  common  ean-ier  is  assured  to  him  by  a 
lien  upon  the  goods,  a  right  which  is  not  enjoyed  by  a  i)ri- 
vate  cander ;  iu  cast!  the  articles  tendered  for  transportation 
are  not  surely  woi-th  the  frtsight  money  his  right  to  demand 
payment  iu  advance  has  long  beeu  recognized  ;  his  interc»tii 
are  well  protected  in  every  direetiou,  aud  he  has  no  right  to 
refuse  to  accept  for  transportation,  at  a  reasonable  rate,  any 
article  of  such  a  nature  as  he  is  accustomed  to  transport, 
from  any  person  seeking  the  service. 
■  The  Act  to  regidute  commerce  requires  that  a  tariff  for  the 
r  trans pori;ati on  of  merchandise  be  established  by  interstate 
common  carriers,  and  that  the  charges  shall  he  reasonablo 
and  jnst.  Every  description  of  merchandise  is  included 
within  the  protection  of  this  provision  of  the  law.  Common 
carriers  have  no  right  to  withdraw  from  the  transportation 
of  any  articles  not  dangerous  to  handle  and  which  are  ordin- 
arily the  subject  of  transportation  by  them.  Less  desirablo 
traffic  must  be  accepted  upon  reasonable  terms  as  well  as 
that  which  is  more  deairahlo.  In  this  matter  as  in  many  , 
others  the  principles  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  in  pro- 
hibiting undue  and  unreasonable  preferences  and  advantages 
are  simply  declaratory  of  the  common  law.  The  common 
carrier  has  no  right  to  select  either  goods  or  customers.  In 
the  present  case  the  commodity  iu  question  is  one  of  the 
chief  articles  transported  upou  defendants'  lines,  and  the 
points  between  which  its  movement  was  desired  are  points 
between  which  general  business  is  solicited  ;  yet  the  witness 
testified  that  his  road  is  not  engaged  in  carrying  coal  and  ore 
into  Cincinnati.     His  tariff  sheet  in  this  respect  was  better 
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than  liis  practice,  for  a  reasonable  rate  to  C/incinnati  on  coal 
was  announced  in  a  formal  joint  tariff  to  which  the  Erie  road 
was  a  party,  and  when  coal  was  offered  for  shipment  there- 
under the  party  tendering  it  was  as  much  entitled  to  have  it 
transported  as  was  any  mine  owner  or  shipper  of  coal  in  the 
Pittsburgh  region. 

It  was  'the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  make  every  reasonable 
exertion  to  get  it  forward  without  unjustly  prejudicing  the 
rights  of  others  in  respect  to  the  freight  which  each  contem- 
l)oraneously  tendered. 

It  is  not  meant  by  this  that  the  Erie  Company  was  bound 
to  furnish  gondola  cars  for  this  shipment,  but  it  was  bound 
to  make  an  effort  to  furnish  some  sort  of  cars  to  move  the 
coal,  either  gondolas  or  others.  It  refused  wholly  to  do  any- 
thing ;  it  had  a  large  equipment  aside  from  its  gondolas ;  it 
made  no  effort  to  appropriate  any  other  cars  to  this  service 
or  to  oblain  cars  elsewhere.  It  does  not  appear  that  com- 
plainants had  any  preference  as  to  what  kind  of  cars  were 
furnished  if  only  the  coal  could  go  forward.  At  the  end  of 
one  of  their  letters  demanding  cars,  they  said  that  gondolas 
were  what  they  wanted,  obviously  meaning  that  the  service 
required  was  that  to  which  gondolas  were  customarily  appro- 
priated, but  it  was  not  their  duty  to  demand  other  cars  if  de- 
fendants refused  the  use  of  a  fair  distributive  share  of  gon- 
tlolas  ;  in  such  case  it  was  not  complainants'  but  defendants* 
busines*s  to  look  up  other  vehicles  of  carriage. 

The  real  reason  why  gondolas  were  refused  to  complain- 
ants for  the  tendered  shipments  to  Cincinnati  was  no  doubt 
c;orrectly  stated  by  said  general  freight  agent  in  his  testi- 
mony, as  follows : 

"  Q.  Then,  do  I  understand  you  refused  gondola  cars  for 
the  transportation  of  coal  to  Cincinnati  because  you  needed 
them  in  this  trade  you  have  already  mentioned  ? 

*'  A.  Yes ;  we  refused  them  because  we  needed  them  in 
this  trade,  and  were  able  with  a  smaller  number  of  cars  to 
take  care  of  a  larger  number  of  shippers  and  consignees  by 
having  the  cars  within  our  own  control." 

\  The  trade  referred  to  was  the  carrying  of  ore  from  Geve- 


COC  ISTEBSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION'  BETOETS. 

litnil  to  TouDgstowQ  and  Pittsburgh  and  coal  from  the  vicin- 
ity of  those  places  to  points  on  the  Erie  road  east  of  Akron. 

The  cxpUmatioD  amounts  to  this  :  That  he  refused  to  per- 
mit gondolas  to  carry  this  coal  because  he  could  make  iuor« 
money  by  using  thum  ou  the  eastern  portion  of  bis  line, 
where  return  loads  of  ore  were  obtaiuahle  and  where  more 
frequent  trips  could  be  made;  thus  enabUng  him  to  serve  a 
larger  number  of  customers  ivith  a  smaller  number  of  cars. 
It  needs  no  ailment  to  show  that  this  reasoning  ]iresents 
no  excuse  for  rejecting  complainants'  business ;  and  while 
refusing  gondolas  for  this  re;a>!on,  the  general  freight  agent 
made  do  effort  to  supply  then-  place  in  any  other  form,  but 
simply  refused  the  shipment. 

He  repudiated  his  own  joint  tariff  and  ordered  the  ten 
days'  statutory  notice  of  its  cancellation  to  be  given.  Tb<i 
notice  as  issued  allowed  nine  days  only.  Even  during  the 
period  hmited,  while  the  tariff  was  in  actual  existence,  he  re- 
fused the  sliipment  except  at  the  sixth-class  rate,  demanding 
t2.70  per  ton  for  service  which  his  tariff  offered  to  perform 
for  $1.70  per  ton,  and  going  so  far  as  to  say  that  he  would 
not  agree  to  take  the  shipment  at  the  advanced  ju'ioe,  but  if 
coal  should  be  offered  under  it  he  would  take  the  matter  up 
and  see  what  could  be  done  about  cars ;  his  gondolas  should 
not  go  to  Cincinnati  under  any  consideration ;  yet  he  must 
have  known  that  no  coal  would  be  moved  under  the  proposed 
$2.70  rate,  and  that  his  refusal  to  recognize  his  tariff  was 
causing  considerable  pecuniary  loss  to  the  complainants, 
who  were  thus  deprived  of  an  unexpected  opportunity  of 
profit  to  be  made  by  the  delivery  of  coal  at  an  unusual  mar- 
ket during  the  period  of  low  water  in  the  river.  He  went  so 
far  as  to  stop  freight  in  transit  which  had  been  regularly 
billed  and  accepted  for  transportation  over  his  line.  He 
criticised  his  asaoeiates  in  the  Pittsburgh  Company  for  let- 
ting the  coal  go  out  at  all  under  their  joint  tariff,  and  at  the 
same  time  he  referred  complainants  for  information  to  the 
same  parties.  He  seems  to  have  regarded  the  joint  tariff  as 
established  for  ornamental  purposes  only.  The  very  proper 
effort  of  the  Pittsburgh  Company  to  carry  the  traffic  during 
the  period  limited  for  the  termination  of  the  rate  was  repu- 
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(liatod.  Tlio  block  in  the  yard  at  Cincinnati  from  November 
l)tli  to  12tli  was  no  more  an  excuse  for  refusing  coal  ship- 
inoiits  than  for  refusing  shipments  of  other  merchandise  after 
tho  difficulty  had  been  removed.  The  Erie  Company  has  no 
ri«^ht  to  refuse  transportation  of  coal  from  the  Pittsburgh 
re<;ion  to  one  part  of  its  line,  while  encouraging  the  same 
traffic  in  every  way  from  the  same  region  to  another  part  of 
its  line.  In  like  manner  it  has  no  right  to  accept  and  solicit 
traffic  of  every  other  nature  from  Pittsburgh  to  Cincinnati 
and  at  tho  same  time  refuse  to  carry  coal  between  the  same 
points. 

The  conduct  of  the  Erie  Company  in  this  matter  operated 
directly  to  ^ive  an  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  to  the 
shipj)ers  whose  coal  was  carried  during  the  period  in  ques- 
tion, and  to  su])ject  the  complainants  at  the  same  time  to  un- 
diK^  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  in  contra- 
vention of  the  provisions  of  section  three  of  the  Act  to  regu- 
lat(^  (u)nini(M'ce. 

It  is  obvious  that  an  unremunerative  and  undesirable  traf- 
fic can  be  put  an  ond  to  by  announcing  a  prohibitory  rate  as 
eHectually  as  by  refusing  to  acco])t  the  business. 

On  the  other  hand  it  is  also  obvious  that,  by  reason  of  dis- 
tance, proximity  of  other  producers  of  the  same  article,  ne- 
(^essary  expense  of  transportati(m,  available  competing  water 
routes,  or  other  causes,  it  may  often  be  true  that  a  perfectly 
j  ust  and  reasonable  rate  will  be  too  high  to  permit  the  profit- 
able movement  of  a  commodity  over  a  given  railroad  line  ; 
and  therefore  the  fact  that  the  article  cannot  be  shipped  at 
the  rate  named  is  by  no  means  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
rat(^  is  unreasonable. 

As  the  opportunity  for  shipping  coal  to  Cincinnati  has 
]>asst^d,  no  um^ful  order  ctin  now  be  made  in  respect  to  the 
futurt^  No  examination  has  been  entered  upon  concerning 
tlu^  n^asoiiableness  of  tlie  tariflf  now  in  force  and  no  opinion 
is  (^xj)ress(Ml  upon  that  question. 

The  Commission  has  rt^peatedly  held  that  it  can  make  no 
award  of  dama;j^cs  in  a  case  like  the  present,  for  the  reason 
that  the  defondants  arc  entitled  to  have  the  amount  assesaed 
by  a  jv.ry. 
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An  order  will  bo  entered  declaring  and  adjudging  that  the 
defendants  have  violated  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regu- 
late commerce  in  refusing  to  furnish  complainants  a  fair  pro- 
portion of  cars  and  to  transport  the  coal  tendered  for  carriage 
from  the  Federal  Springs  mines  to  Cincinnati  at  the  tariff 
rate  of  $1.70  per  ton  up  to  November  20,  1887. 


EIDDLE,  DEAN  AND  COMPANY.  Petitioners,  v.   THE 
BALTIxMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 

Defendant 

Hoard  February  1, 1888.— DeoidcKl  February  28,  1888. 

I.  A  statement  of  the  ovldenco  from  which  it  appears  that  it  teas  the  duty  of 

the  Yough  SIoik)  mine,  its  owners  and  agent-s,  to  have  enquired  of  the 
station  agent  of  the  railroad  company  near  by  the  mine  on  the  30th  day 
of  August,  1887,  and  on  the  next  day,  by  which  they  would  have  learned 
that  the  mine  could  have  obtained  cars  for  the  shipment  of  coalto  Arthur 
and  Boy  Ian  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  they  having  failed  to  do  this,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  Toughiogheny  and  Ashtabula  mines  received 
nearly  all  these  cars  for  this  purpose,  without  any  partiality  or  prefer- 
ence on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company. 
Held  upon  these  facts  that  a  complaint  of  unjust  discrimination  against 
the  Yough  Slope  mine,  and  in  favor  of  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ashtabula 
mines  cannot  be  sustained. 

II.  Where  a  complaint  is  made  by  a  shipper  that  an  unjust  discrimination 
was  porpotrutod  by  a  railroad  company  against  him  at  a  particular  time 
named,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  to  rebut  the  inference  arising  from 
circumstances,  calling  for  explanation,  amongst  other  evidence,  the  car- 
rier may  show  that  during  a  long  course  of  business  neither  it  nor  any 
of  its  agents  have  ever  sliown  any  unfriendly  spirit  whatever  toward  the 
shipper,  and  that,  on  the  contrary,  its  agents  immediately  before  the 
matter  complained  of  made  extra  exertions  in  good  faith  to  serve  the 
shipper  in  obtaining  cars  for  him  from  the  connecting  line  to  which 
the  shipper  had  to  look  for  such  cars. 

TIL  In  the  absence  of  some  custom  and  rule  of  business  placing  such  da^ 
upon  the  carrier  to  notify  the  shipper  without  enquiry  on  the  part  of  tbe 
latter  of  the  fact  that  he  can  then  obtain  cars  for  the  movement  of  his 
freight,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  shipper  by  reasonable  enquiry  made  to  tiie 
proper  agent  of  the  railroad  company,  to  obtain  this  informatloii  for 
himself:  but  in  a  case  like  the  present,  if  the  carrier  took  upon  itself 
the  duty  of  actually  notifyin:;  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ashtebu]*  mines 
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on  tho  JlOth  of  Augriist,  1887,  without  waiting  for  any  enquiry  on  their 
fiart,  that  thoy  could  got  cars,  then,  in  like  manner,  it  was  ite  duty  to 
havo  notified  tho  Yoiigh  Slope  mine  at  tho  same  time  that  it  could  get 
cars. 
JJol<l,  that,  tostftd  by  these  rulea,  no  ca8e  of  preference  or  unjust  discrimina- 
tion Ib  madn  out  by  the  evidence  in  favor  of  the  Youghlogheny  and  Ash- 
tabula min<;s  and  against  tho  Yough  Slope  mine. 

f/.  Z.  Blacky  Esq.f  counsel  for  petitioners. 

John  K,  Coweriy  Esq.^  and  II.  Z.  Band^  Eaq,^  oonnsel  for 

defendant. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION  OP  THE  COMMISSION. 

BitAOO,  C()7)}inissioner: 

Tho  ('om])laint  in  this  proceeding  charges  that  the  Balti- 
inoro  and  Ohio  Haih'oad  Company  docs  not  give  the  mines 
!'(  presented  by  petitioners  their  proportion  of  cars  each  day, 
and  tliat  this  company  unjustly  discriminates  against  them  in 
furnishing  cai*s  to  others. 

Tlie  comphiinanta  are  sales  agents  of  the  Tough  Slope 
niirujs,  situated  near  "West  Newton,  on  the  Baltimore  and 
Oliio  railroad.  These  unjust  discriminations  are  charged  to 
liavo  been  committed  during  the  month  of  August  and  the 
early  part  of  St^ptembor,  1887,  namely,  commencing  with  the 
K.Hh  of  August  and  ending  with  the  3d  day  of  September  fol- 
lowing, on  cars  that  should  have  been  furnished  for  ship- 
ni«  nts  of  coal  from  said  mine  to  Arthur  &  Boylan  at  Qeve- 
hiiul,  Ohio.  Various  exhibits  are  attached  to  the  petition  in 
tli(^  shape  of  correspondence  relating  to  these  alleged  dis- 
criniimUions,  and  also  lists  of  cars  which  it  is  claimed  were 
furnishcMl  to  tlui  Yough  Slope  mine  and  to  other  adjacent 
jniiK  s  during  the  period  to  which  the  complaint  refers. 

The  answer  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Bailroad  Company 
TKuthcr  admits  nor  denies  that  tho  complainants  were  sales 
a;;(uits  for  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  or  that  on  August  10, 1887, 
tlicy  reeeiv(Ml  an  order  to  ship  five  cars  per  day  to  Arthtur  Jk 
r>oylan,  of  Cleveland,  Ohio.  It  admits  the  receipt  of  memo- 
randiim,  copy  of  which  is  filed  with  complaint,  marked  Ex- 
})ibit  No.  2,  but  states  that  in  the  distribution  of  coal  oan  to 
the  mines  along  the  line  of  its  road  it  has  necessarily  to  ddil 
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directly  with  the  mines  and  cannot  recognize  or  notice  the 
orders  of  third  parties,  the  practice  being  that  each  mine 
makes  out  a  daily  requisition  for  such  cars  as  it  needs  on 
blanks  furnished  by  the  railroad  company  for  the  purpose. 
It  states  that  all  the  cars  used  for  shipments  of  coal  fi'oni 
mines  on  the  lines  of  its  road  over  the  Pittsburgh  and  West- 
ern railroad  to  Cleveland  are  owned  by  the  Pittsburgh  ami 
Western  liailroad  Company  or  its  leased  lines,  and  that  the 
Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  in  distributing  those 
cars  to  the  mines  acts  only  as  the  agent  of  the  Pittsburgli 
and  Western  Railroad  Company  and  under  its  direction; 
that  the  route  for  coal  from  mines  on  the  respondent's  roail 
to  Cleveland  for  Pittsburgh  and  Wc^stern  cars  is  by  way  of 
the  respondent's  road  to  Pittsburgh,  the  Pittsburgh  Junction 
road  to  Allegheny  City,  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  road  to 
Akron,  and  the  Valley  railway  to  Cleveland. 

There  is,  however,  direct  delivery  by  the  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  railroad  to  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  railroad  on  the 
line  of  the  Junction  road.  The  Pittsburgh  and  Western  rail- 
road and  the  Valley  railway  are  distinct  and  independent 
roads,  and  in  no  way  controlled  by  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
Railroad  Company.  It  states  that  on  the  10th  of  August, 
1887,  it  had  previously  received  an  order,  then  in  force,  from 
the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  Railroad  Company  to  allow  no 
cars  belonging  to  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  Railroad  Com- 
pany to  be  loaded  with  coal  for  Clev(»land ;  that  on  the  19th 
of  August,  at  the  instance  of  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  D.  C. 
Bachelor,  train-master  of  the  respondc^nt,  endeavored  to  have 
the  standing  order  referred  to  revoked  as  to  the  Yough  Slope 
mine,  and  for  that  purpose  sent  to  J.  T.  Johnson,  the  super- 
intendent of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  railroad,  a  telegram 
in  the  following  words : 

"Can  coal  for  Pressly  &  Arthur  and  Arthur  &  Boylan, 
Cleveland,  go  forward  from  Y'ough  Slope?     Answer  quick?'* 

To  which  telegram  the  following  answer  was  received  from 
Superintendent  Johnson : 

"  No,  sir ;  I  cannot  take  coal  for  Presley  &  Arthur  or  Ar- 
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thur  &  Boylan  until  further  orders.  Do  not  allow  any  of  onr 
cars  to  be  loaded  with  coal  or  slack  unless  you  have  immedi- 
ate shipment  for  it." 

That  all  of  the  respondent's  dealings  in  regard  to  the  busi- 
ness between  the  mines  on  its  road  and  Cleveland  were  car- 
ried on  directly  with  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  Company ; 
that  it  has  no  direct  dealings  with  the  Valley  Railway  Com- 
pany in  regard  to  such  business.  The  respondent  cannot, 
therefore,  state  with  certainty  whether  the  orders  as  to  the 
shipments  of  coal  to  Cleveland  above  stated  were  made  by 
the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  Company  on  its  own  motion  or 
whether  they  were  directed  by  the  Valley  railway ;  but  it  is 
informed  and  believes  that  such  orders  were  at  least  in  part 
dictated  by  the  Valley  Bail  way  Company.  The  order  .of 
August  19,  1887,  contained  in  the  telegram  last  quoted,  was 
not  revoked  until  August  30,  when  Train-Master  Bachelor 
received  the  following  telegram  from  Superintendent  John- 
son: 

"  Please  send  along  Arthur  &  Boylan  coal.    Valley  will 

receive  it." 


It  denies  that  it  in  any  way  discriminated  or  intended  to 
discriminate  against  the  Yough  Slope  mine  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  cars  for  the  shipment  of  coal  to  Arthur  &  Boylan  and 
other  consignees  in  Cleveland,  but  alleges  that,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  did  not  distribute  any  cars  to  any  mines  on  its 
road  for  the  purpose  of  making  Cleveland  shipments,  and  it 
c;oiil(l  not  do  so  against  the  orders  of  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Western  Railroad  Company,  which  was  the  owner  of  the 
cars ;  that  in  regard  to  the  comparison  made  in  the  petition 
filed  in  this  matter  between  the  cars  furnished  the  Yough 
Slope  mine  and  those  furnished  the  Youghiogheny  and  Aidb- 
tabula  mines  the  respondent  says  that  such  a  oomparison  is- 
unjust  and  misleading  as  made  in  the  petition;  that,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  petition  itself,  the  Yough  Slope  mine  had  or- 
ders for  but  five  cars  a  day  to  be  shipped  over  the mttobugk 
and  Western  railroad,  and  those  five  cars  were  toft  CflSeirelMid 
shipments.    The  Youghiogheny  and  Ashtobola  nunei  on  ike 
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other  hand,  was  a  large  shipper,  not  only  to  Cleveland, 
where  its  consignees  were  Arthur  &  Boylan  and  Presley  & 
Arthur,  but  also  to  Fairport,  a  point  on  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Western  system.  Its  orders  for  shipments  over  the  Pitts- 
burgh and  Western  railroad  were  some  twenty-five  cars  a 
day  or  five  times  that  of  the  Yough  Slope  mine.  The  ship- 
ments made  by  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ashtabula  mine,  as 
well  as  those  by  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  consigned  to  Aiihur 
&.  Boylan  at  Cleveland,  between  August  20  and  August  30, 
inclusive,  were  made  despite  the  orders  to  the  contrary  issued 
by  the  respondent  under  the  instructions  issued  by  the  Pitts- 
burgh and  Western  Company.  The  cars  so  loaded  were 
furnished  ^\dth  instructions  that  thev  should  not  be  loaded 
for  Cleveland,  but  both  mines  in  question  did  load  coal  from 
their  mines  for  Cleveland  as  shown  by  Exhibit  No.  12,  filed 
with  the  petition.  The  respondent  took  the  cars  so  loaded 
and  delivered  them  to  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  railroad, 
but  whether  they  were  transported  by  that  road  respondent 
is  unable  to  sav.  It  admits  that  Exhibit  No.  12,  filed  with 
the  petition  is  a  correct  statement  of  the  number  of  cars 
filiipped  by  the  different  mines  consigned  to  Arthur  &  Boylan 
at  Cleveland,  with  the  exception  that  the  number  of  cars 
loaded  on  September  3  for  the  Yough  Slope  mine  should  bo 
five  instead  of  one.  The  number  of  Pittsburgh  and  Western 
route  cars  shipped  by  the  Yough  Slope  mine  from  August 
20  to  September  3  was  twenty-three  instead  of  sixteen,  as 
appears  by  Exhibit  No.  12. 

It  avers  that  the  owners  of  the  Yough  Slope  mine  do  not 
have  or  claim  to  have  any  coraphiint  or  grievance  against 
this  respondent  in  regard  to  the  distribution  of  cars  to  that 
min(i,  and  that  said  owners  have  no  interest  in  nor  do  they 
approve  of  the  present  proceeding,  as  will  appear  by  letter 
dated  October  31,  1887,  from  11.  H.  Lattimore,  general  man- 
ager of  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  addressed  to  Mr.  J.  V.  Pat- 
ton,  superintendent  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad, 
Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  re- 
spondent's exhibit  as  an  exhibit. 

It  alleges  that  on  the  10th  of  October,  before  the  filing  of 
this  petition,  the  order  of  Arthur  &  Boylan  for  five  cars  per 
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(lay  refeiTed  to  in  the  petition  was  revoked.  The  respond- 
out  therefore  alleges  that,  having  satisfied  the  owners  of  the 
Yont/li  Slone  Tiiiiie  that  there  was  and  is  no  discrimination  or 
iiiteution  to  discriminate,  as  appears  by  the  letter  referred  to, 
the  present  petition  should  be  dismissed  by  this  Commission 
and  the  petitioners  be  relegated  to  their  remedy  by  suit  at 
law,  if  any  they  have. 

At  the  hearing  it  was  agreed  between  the  counsel  of  the 
parties  that  the  grievances  complained  of  should  be  confined 
to  tho  period  between  the  30th  of  August  and  the  4th  of  Sep- 
toniLer,  1887.  This,  of  course,  greatly  narrowed  the  investi- 
gation. Evidence  was  permitted  to  be  introduced  as  to  tho 
(loalinjii^s  of  the  parties  from  the  middle  of  June,  1887,  relatr 
iu^  to  tlie  furnishing  of  cars  by  the  respondent  to  the  Yough 
Slope  mine  and  other  mines  along  its  line  for  whatever  light, 
if  any,  this  mi^ht  throw  upon  what  occurred  during  the  peri- 
od complained  of.  By  the  agreement  of  counsel  above  men- 
tioned it  was  conceded  that  the  respondent  had  satisfactorily 
explained  to  the  ])etitioners  all  the  alleged  grievances  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint,  except  those  averred  to  have  oo- 
currod  between  the  30th  of  August  and  the  4th  of  September, 
1887.  * 

From  the  evidence  before  us  we  find  the  material  facts  to 
he  that  the  Yough  Slope  mine  is  in  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  is  situated  on  the  Pittsburgh  Division  of  the  Bal- 
tiniort^  and  Ohio  railroad,  near  West  Ne^vton,  about  thirty- 
three  mih^s  south  of  Pittsburgh.  The  Pittsburgh  Division  of 
the  Jjaltimore  and  Ohio  railroad  extends  from  Cumberland, 
in  tho  State  of  Maryland,  to  Pittsburgh,  in  the  State  of  Penn- 
Kvlvania,  a  distance  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  miles.  Near 
the  Yough  Slope  mine  are  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ashtabula 
mines  i\\\i\  numerous  other  mines  situated  upon  the  Pitts- 
i)urgli  Division  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad,  in  the 
Static  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  route  by  which  coal  is  carried  over  respondent's  rail- 
road to  Cleveland,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  is  by  the  Baltimore 
and  Ohio  railroad  to  Pittsburgh,  a  distance  of  about  33 
miles;  by  the  Pittsburgh  Junction  railroad  to  Allegheny 
City,  a  distance  of  4.47  miles ;  by  the  Pittsburgh  and  West- 
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ern  railroad  from  Allegheny  City  to  Akron,  Ohio,  a  distance 
of  135.3  miles,  and  by  the  Valley  railroad  from  Akron  to 
Cleveland,  a  distance  of  35  miles.  The  Pittsburgh  Junction 
railroad  is  a  mere  link  of  connection  between  the  Baltimore 
and  Ohio  railroad  and  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  railroad, 
and  they  pay  to  it  $2  for  each  loaded  freight  car  received  by 
or  delivered  to  them  over  its  line,  which  rate,  it  is  provided 
by  the  contract,  may  be  less  if  the  earnings  of  the  Pittsburgh 
Junction  railroad  exceed  a  certain  amount  named  in  the  con- 
tract. The  Pittsburgh  and  Western  Kailroad  Company  and 
the  Valley  Railroad  Company  are  each  separate,  distinct, 
and  independent  corporations.  The  Pittsburgh  and  West- 
ern railroad  extemls  fiom  Allegheny  City,  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  to  Orville  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  a  distance  of 
IGO  miles,  and  it  has  what  it  calls  its  Lake  Division,  extend- 
ing from  Niles,  in  Pennsylvania,  to  Painesville,  in  the  State 
of  Ohio — virtually  at  Fairport,  on  Lake  Erie — a  distance  of 
51  miles.  The  distance  from  Allegheny  City  to  Niles  on  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Western  railroad  is  85^  miles.  The  Pitts- 
burgh and  Western  railroad  also  has  what  is  called  its  North- 
ern Division,  extending  from  Callery  Junction,  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, to  Mount  Jewott  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania.  The 
Valley  railroad  extends  from  Cleveland,  Ohio,  to  Valley 
Junction  in  the  same  State,  a  distance  of  75  miles,  and 
crosses  the  Pittsburgh  an<l  Western  railroad  at  Akron. 

We  find  on  til<i  in  our  office  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Bail- 
road  Company's  through  coal  tariff  No.  1,  taking  effect  April 
1,  1887,  which  embraces  thnmgli  rates  on  coal  from  the 
mines  mentioned  to  Cleveland,  Fairj)oi*t,  Cuyahoga  Falls, 
Girard,  Monroe  Falls,  and  a  large  number  of  other  points 
east  and  west  of  these  mines.  We  also  find  on  file  in  our  of- 
iice  a  supplement.  No.  3,  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Kailroad 
Company  to  the  above  through  coal  tariff  No.  1,  pul)lished 
April  25,  1887.  Thc^se  tariffs  are  still  in  force.  We  find  no 
joint,  coal  tariffs  existing  between  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
llailroad  Company,  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  Bailroad 
Company,  or  between  either  of  those  and  the  Valley  Bail- 
road  Company;  nor  do  we  find  joint  tariffs  or  joint  agree- 
ments of  any  kind  between  any  of  these  three  last-named 
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railroads,  and  the  ovideuce  shows  nothing  of  the  kind,  and 
ultliou^^h  it  may  be  probable  that  some  arrangements  of  this 
character  exist  between  them,  yet,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
tltaice  ou  the  subject,  we  are  not  authorized  to  find  such  to 
bo  the  fact. 

This,  however,  was  not  the  only  route  by  which  the  mines 
nieiitioned  in  the  complaint  might  have  shipped  coal  to 
Chtveland  during  August  and  the  early  part  of  September, 
1HS7,  for  they  nii^ht  have  shipped  by  the  Baltimore  and 
( )hio  and  the  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  railroad  and  the 
Nmv  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  railroad,  but  this  would 
have  involved  extra  switching  charges. 

The  p('tition(a-8,  Biddle,  Dean  &  Co.,  reside  at  Pittsburgh, 
and  (luri)ig  tlie  summer  and  fall  of  1887  were  sales  agents  of 
the  Youf^li  Slopes  mine  in  finding  markets  and  purchasers  for  . 
its  coal.  Through  their  efforts  and  negotiations  about  the 
niiddki  of  June  five;  car  loads  of  coal  from  this  mine  were 
shipped  to  Arthur  A  Boylan,  large  coal  dealers  in  Cleveland, 
as  a  sample  lot.  Under  a  contract  or  arrangement  to  this 
vSvct  sul)s<Hpient  lots  of  coal  from  this  mine  were  shipped  to 
Arthur  iV  Boykni,  at  (Cleveland,  at  intervals  during  the  period 
inti'rv(^ning  between  the  first  shipment  and  the  19th  of  Au- 
gust. On  the  lt)th  of  August  and  for  a  short  period  prior 
tlioreto  thorti  had  been  a  direct  order  in  force  to  the  Bal- 
timore and  Ohio  railroad  from  J.  T.  Johnson,  superin- 
tendent of  tlie  Pittsburgh  and  Western  railroad,  not  to 
aUow  any  coal  cars  to  go  forward  to  Cleveland  until  further 
noti(rt». 

On  the  10th  of  August  D.  C.  Bachelor,  train-master  of  the 
r/altinioro  and  Ohio  Ilailroad  Company,  telegraphed  J.  T. 
Johnson,  snpirintendent  of  the  Pittsbui^h  and  Western 
Railroad  (^>mpany: 

*'  Can  cojd  for  Presley  &  Arthur  and  Arthur  &  Boylan, 
(Meve.land,  ^o  forward  from  Yough  Slope?    Aiyawer  quiok/' 

To  this  t(*h><^rani  on  the  same  day  Superintendent  John- 
son re])lied  by  telegram: 

'No,  sir;  1  cannot  take  coal  for  Presley  and  Arthur  or 
Arthur  cl  lioylan  until  further  notice.    Do  not  allow  anyot 
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our  cars  to  he  loaded  with  coal  or  slack  unless  you  have  im- 
mediate shipment  for  it." 

Again,  on  the  same  day,  a  telegram  was  sent  from  the  of- 
fice of  the  su]^eriutcndeut  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western 
Railroad  Company  to  Bachelor : 

"  Pressly  &  Arthur  and  Arthur  &  Boylan  have  on  hand  at 
this  writing  27  cars  of  B.  <fe  O.  coal ;  do  not  think  it  advisable 
to  receive  shipments  for  a  few  days ;  will  advise  you." 

Under  these  orders  and  instructions  coal  did  not  go  for- 
ward from  the  mines  along  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad 
(the  Yd\igh  mine  included)  until  the  31st  of  xlugust. 

On  the  23d  of  August,  1887,  petitioners  wrote  a  letter  to 
Arthur  &  Bo*ylan,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  in  which  they  say : 

"  Owing  to  the  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  and  Valley  railway  refusing 
to  receive  any  more  coal  for  you  we  will  ship  you  about  20 
cars  via  N.  Y.,  P.  &  O.  route.  AVe  will  pay  switching  on 
same.     What  is  wrong  ?     Are  you  blocked  ?  " 

To  this  Arthur  &  Boylan,  by  letter  of  date  August  25, 1887, 
replied : 

"Yours  of  23(Vreceived,  and  in  reply  would  say  the  Valley 
R.  R.  say  the)y  have  not  stopped  any  of  our  coal.  Do  not 
ship  us  any  coal  via  N.  Y.,  P.  &  O." 

On  the  30th  of  August  a  telegram  was  sent  by  Superin- 
tendent Johnson,  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  W^estern  Railroad 
Company,  to  D.  C.  Bachelor,  train-master  of  the  Pittsburgh 
Division  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad : 

'•'Please  send  along  Arthur  &  Boylan  coal ;  Valley  will  re- 
ceive it." 

• 

During  the  afternoon  of  the  30th  of  August  the  following 
telegram  was  sent  by  Bachelor  to  all  the  depot  agents  for  all 
of  the  mines  along  the  Pittsburgh  Division  of  the  Baltimore 
and  Ohio  raih-oad  : 

"  Coal  for  Arthur  &  Bovlan  can  now  come  forward." 

Under  date  of  August  30,  1887,  at  Allegheny,  Superintend- 
ent Johnson  wrote  petitioners  the  following  note  : 
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"  I  rec(3ivod  a  message  this  a.  m.  from  SuperintendeBt 
Smith,  of  the  Valley,  after  departure  of  your  represeutative, 
sayiiiL'  tli<*v  would  receive  coal  for  Arthur  &  Boylan,  and 
iiniiuHliiitely  uotitied  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  to  let  it  come 

forward." 

This  note  was  received  that  day  by  petitloBers,  and  was 
iiimuidiately  forwarded  by  them  to  R.  H.  Lattimore,  general 
in}iiiaj^(»r  of  the  Yough  Slope  mfue,  at  West  Newton,  Peuu- 

s  viva  Ilia. 

Ht?ariiig  of  no  coal  shipped,  as  they  would  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  if  any  had  been  forwarded,  at  noon  on 
the  '2d  of  September,  W.  H.  Riddle,  of  the  firm  of  Riddle, 
Dean  tt  Company,  took  a  train  from  Pittsbutgh  to  the  Yough 
Slope  mine,  which  is  only  a  short  distance,  and  went  there. 
After  conferring  with  Lattimore  and  finding  that  the  Yough 
Slope  min(5  had  received  no  cars  the  two  went  together  to 
the  You<j;hiogheny  and  Ashtabula  mines,  which  are  near  by, 
and  there  found  the  sidings  of  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ashta* 
buhl  mines  filhid  with  cars.  At  that  time  the  Yough  Slope 
mine  had  oidy  one  car  &f  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  rail- 
road. Tli(i  next  day  Riddle  went  to  the  Way-Master's  books, 
from  which  he  obtained  a  statement  of  the  cars  shipped  from 
the  Yonj^h  Slope,  Ycmghiogheny,  and  Ashtabula  mines,  re- 
spiH'tivel y,  during  the  period  between  the  30th  of  August  and 
tlie  3d  of  S(^i)tomber.  From  this  statement,  which  is  in  evi- 
(h^iiee  Ix^fore  us,  it  appears  that  during  that  time  the  Yough 
Sl()})(^  mines  while  ord(jring  85  cars,  received  only  6  oars,  and 
tlie  Yoagliioglieny  and  Ashtabula  mines,  ordering  80  West- 
ern cars,  received  48. 

Tlie  manner  in  which  mine  owners  are  furnished  cars  for 
th(^  vliipineTit  of  coal  bV  the  Pittsburgh  Division  of  the  Bal- 
timore jnd  Ohio  railroad  is  shown  by  the  evidence.  Each 
u^'eiit  and  varh  mine  owner  is  furnished  blanks,  and  at  foot 
o'clock  <^acli  att(^rnoon  they  fill  in  the  blanks — the  number 
of  cars  on  hand  loaded  and  ready  for  forwarding,  the  amount 
on  liand  for  tin*  morrow's  haul,  and  how  many  cars  they  re- 
(|uil(^  This  infonnation  is  telegfaphed  to  the  snpeiintend- 
ent  of  the  railroad,  and  the  original  order  followB  by  mail  to 
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confirm  the  telegraphic  request.  This  is  condensed  by  the 
car  distributor,  and  during  the  night  the  empty  ears  are  dis- 
tributed to  the  various  mines,  according  to  instructions. 

It  is  an  event  of  frequent  occurrence  for  the  mines  to  al- 
ternate in  receiving  cars  during  the  season — that  is,  one 
mine  for  two  or  three  davs  will  have  no  cars  and  then  the 
next  succeeding  several  days  it  will  have  abundance  of  cars, 
and  this  method  is  said  to  be  more  economical  for  the  minei*s 
and  to  be  preferred  by  thenl.  Another  phase  of  tbis  l)usi- 
ness  is  that  mine  owners  frequently,  when  cars  are  scarce, 
call  for  twice  as  many  cars  as  they  really  need  in  order,  as 
they  say,  that  they  may  be  sure  to  got  enough,  and  this  was 
done  often  by  the  Yough  Slope  mine  during  the  month  of 
August,  1887,  as  its  general  manager,  Lattimore,  who  is  also 
ow^ner  of  a  one-fourth  interest  in  the  Tough  Slope  mine,  ad- 
mits as  a  witness  on  the  stand.  He  admits  that  while  the 
Yough  Slope  mine  was  calling  on  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
Railroad  Company  for  twenty  and  twenty-five  cars  a  day 
from  the  loth  of  August  to  the  last  of  that  month  tliis  mine 
did  not  really  need  and  could  not  use  more  than  one-half 
that  number.  He  also  admits  that  he  occasionally  preferred 
not  to  have  cars  for  two  days  at  a  time,  because  it  was  more 
economical  for  him  to  do  so,  and  that  this  was  so  understood 
and  agreed  on  between  him  and  the  authorities  of  the  Balti- 
more and  Ohio  Railroad  Company.  While  admitting  all  his 
fault-finding  complaints  to  his  agents,  the  petitioners,  against 
the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  as  shown  in  evi- 
evidence,  he  now  says,  as  a  witness  on  the  stand,  "  that  take 
the  season  through  we  received  as  many  cars  as  our  neigh- 
bors ;  "  and  again,  "  during  the  whole  season  we  were  treated 
very  well.  There  was  no  complaint  to  make."  Referring  to 
what  occurred  between  the  30th  of  August  and  the  4th  of 
September  this  witness  testifies  : 

**  I  do  not  consider  we  were  discriminated  against.  I  con- 
sider it  an  oversight  that  the  agent  did  not  notify  me  until 
the  fourth  morning  the  embargo  was  raised." 

During  tlie  summer  of  1887  the  capacity  of  the  Youghio- 
glieny  and  Ashtabula  mines  was  about  tw4ce  as  great  as  that 
of  the  Y^ough  Slope  mine.     In  the  same  period  the  shipments 
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of  coal  from  the  Yough  Slope  mine  were  largely  to  develand, 
over  a  route  iu  which  there  was  very  frequent  trouble  to  ob- 
tain cars,  while  the  shipments  of  coal  from  the  Youghio-* 
j^hony  and  Ashtabula  mines  were  chiefly  to  Fairport,  over  a 
route  in  which  there  was  no  trouble  about  a  sufficiency  of 
rjirs.  The  general  manager  of  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  Latti- 
more,  testifies  that  for  this  reason  Mr.  Day,  whom  we  sup- 
])ose  from  the  connection  in  which  his  name  occurs  was  an 
officer  connected  with  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Bailroad 
Company,  advised  the  witness  to  ship  his  coal  to  Fairport, 
where  ho  could  get  plenty  of  cars  and  have  no  trouble ;  but 
I^attimore  testifies  he  was  anxious  to  introduce  his  coal  in 
tlie  Cleveland  trade. 

I'o  negative  the  idea  of  unjust  discrimination  during  the 
]/Oii()d  complained  of,  between  the  30th  of  August  and  the 
4th  of  H(^pteniber,  as  far  as  this  might,  if  at  all,  the  Balti- 
more and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  introduced  in  evidence 
statements  of  the  cars  it  furnished  during  the  period  from  * 
tli(^,  loth  of  August  to  the  3d  day  of  September,  1887,  to 
tlH3se  rospe(;tive  mines  on  east  and  west  bound  shipments. 
From  these  it  appears  that  of  the  total  cars  furnished  during 
this  last  period  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ashtabula  received 
203  cars  and  the  Yough  Slope  mine  received  146,  divided  as 
follows : 

1  Ved'  Bo  nnd  Sh  tpmeitta. 

Youghiogheny  and  Ashtabula 163  oars. 

Yough  Slope 67    " 

Eant' Bound  Shipments. 

Youghioglieny  and  Ashtabula 40  cars. 

Yough  Sh)pe 89  cars. 

On  sliipments  of  coal  to  Cleveland  during  this  same  period 
last  r(?forred  to  the  ears  furnished  the  mines  were  as  follows: 

Youj^hiogheny  and  Ashtabula 36  cars. 

Y(m<,'h  Slope 33  " 

Kepuhlic 40  " 

"West  Newton 16  " 

Amirville 8  " 

(  )s('0o1ji 26  ** 

Eureka 1  *• 
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To  further  negative  any  inference  of  unjust  discrimination 
upon  the  facts  as  far  as  this  might  (h),  if  at  all,  the  Baltimore 
and  Ohio  Itailroad  Company  shows  by  the  evidence  that  dur- 
ing the  month  of  August,  1887,  and  the  period  to  which  this 
ccmiplaint  relates,  owing  to  the  amount  of  business  it  had  to  do 
upon  its  own  line  and  the  amount  of  its  car  equipment  in  use 
for  that  ))ur[)ose  on  its  Pittsbuigh  Division,  that  it  could  not 
and  did  not  permit  its  cars  to  go  away  from  its  own  line  to  ^ 
carry  coal  for  any  shippers,  and  that  during  that  time  coal 
from  these  mines  to  Clevebmd  had  to  be  transported  in  the 
cars  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  llailroad  Company, 
which  were  used  for  that  purpose^  and  that  in  distributing 
these  cars  among  the  mines  along  its  Pittsburgh  Division 
the  respondent  did  so  as  tht;  agent  of  the  Pittsburgh  and 
Westcirn  liaih'oad  Company,  and  in  making  this  distribution 
divided  those  cars  among  the  mines  ratably,  fairly,  and  with- 
out preference  to  any  one  mine  over  another.  The  cars  of 
the  Valley  llailroad  Company  tlo  not  appear  to  have  been 
used  in  this  business  during  last  season,  though  prior  to  that 
time  they  had  been. 

The  question  to  which  our  conclusions  must  be  directed 
upon  this  evidence  is  whether,  in  violation  of  the  Act  to  reg- 
ulate commerce,  the  Paltimori»  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company 
was  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination  in  failing  to  furnish  cars 
to  the  Yougli  81op(^  mine  between  the  30th  of  August  and 
the  4th  of  September,  1887,  for'shipments  of  coal  to  Arthur 
<fe  Boylan,  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  during  that  period  un- 
justly discriminated  in  favor  of  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ash- 
tabula mines  by  furnishing  cars  to  them.  This  is  the  only 
issue  in  the  proceeding. 

The  cars  to  be  furnished  were  tlie  cars  of  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Westi^rn  Railroad  Compaiiy,  and  they  were  to  be  dis- 
tributed to  these  mines  by  the  Jialtimore  and  Ohio  Rjdlroad 
Company.  An  embargo,  as  it  is  called  by  the  witnesses,  ha<l 
b(H?n  existing  from  August  11)  to  August  30,  during  which 
time  no  cars  w^ere  furnished  by  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western 
Railroad  Company  to  tlie  respondent  for  the  shipment  of 
coal  from  th(^se  mines  to  Cleveland,  Ohio.  The  embargo  it- 
self is  not  now  made  a  subject  of  complaint  in  this  proceed- 


RIDDLE,  DEAN  &  CO.  Y.  THE  DALTIHORE  &  OHIO  B.  B.  CO.     621 

inpj,  and  the  agreement  of  the  counsel  of  the  parties  at  the 
h(;aring  concedes  that  it  has  been  accounted  for  to  the  peti- 
tioners upon  grounds  that  are  satisfactory  to  them.  On  the 
l^iOth  of  Aiigust  this  embargo  was  raised  by  a  telegi*am  from 
Johnson,  superintendent  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western 
llaihoud  Company,  to  Bachelor,  master  of  trains  of  the  Bal- 
timore and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  informing  the  latter  that 
coal  sliipmonts  to  Arthur  &  Boylan,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  could 
tlien  come  forward.  On  the  same  day  Johnson,  at  Allegheny, 
wrote  a  note  to  petitioners  at  Pittsburgh,  as  agents  of  the 
Yoiigh  Slope  mine,  giving  them  the  same  information,  alid 
this  note  was  at  once  forwarded  by  them  to  Lattimore,  gen« 
oral  manager  of  the  Yough  Slope  mine  at  West  Newton.  As 
soon  as  Bachelor  received  Johnson's  telegram  he  at  once  tel** 
ograplied  to  all  the  depot  agents  for  the  mines  along  tho 
Pittsburgh  Division  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Bailroad 
Company  :  "  Coal  for  Arthur  &  Boylan  can  now  come  for- 
ward." It  appears  that  the  Youghiogheny  and  Ashtabula 
mines  received  this  information  and  sent  in  their  requisitions 
for  cars,  and  were  at  once  furnished ;  but  it  also  appeaw 
that  the  Yough  Slope  mine  either  did  not  receive  this  infor- 
mation promptly  or  did  not  act  on  it  until  the  4th  of  Septem- 
ber. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  time  when  the  Yough  Slope  mine 
first  received  intelligence  that  the  embargo  was  raised  and 
that  coal  for  Arthur  &  Boylan  could  go  forward  is  pectdiat. 
It  is  certain  that  on  the  30th  of  August  petitionee  mailed  to 
Lattimons  general  manager  of  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  the 
Irtter  of  the  superintendent  of  tho  Pittsburgh  and  Western- 
Kaih'oad  Company,  by  which  he  would  have  learned  that  the 
embargo  was  raised  ^and  that  coal  could  then  go  forward  for 
Arthur  &  Boylan.  That  letter  Lattimore  should  have  re- 
(Hiived  the  night  of  the  30th  of  August  or  the  next  morning, 
yet,  when  Lattimore  was  a  witness  on  the  stand,  he  does  not 
state  when  he  received  that  letter  or  that  he  ever  received  it 
at  all.  The  superintendent  of  the  Pitteborgh  Division  of  the 
Baltimore  and  Ohio  Bailroad  Company,  as  a  witness  on  the 
stand,  testifies  that  as  soon  as  it  was  known  by  him 
Bachelor  that  the  embargo  was  raised,  at  onoe  a  teleg 
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was  sent  to  all  the  depot  agents  for  the  mines  along  his  di- 
vision that  coal  could  then  come  forward  for  Arthur  &  Boa-- 
Ian.  If  neither  Lattimore,  the  general  manager  of  the  Yough 
Slope  mine,  and  none  of  his  subordinates  received  the  notice 
contained  in  this  telegram  he  should  have  so  testified  on  the 
stand ;  but  when  he  was  on  the  stand  as  a  witness  he  neither 
expressly  admits  nor  denies  tliat  the  notice  in  this  telegram 
was  rtH'oived  by  him  or  some  of  his  subordinates  earlier,  but 
leaves  tlie  inference  to  be  drawn  that  it  was  not  by  saying  : 

"  I  do  not  consider  we  were  discriminated  against.  I  con- 
sidered it  an  oversight  that  the  agent  did  not  notify  me  until 
the  fourth  morning  that  the  embargo  was  raised." 

The  inference  is  that  "  the  agent "  to  whom  he  refers  was 
th(j  depot  agent  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company 
at  West  Newton  station.  If  on  the  night  of  the  30th  of  Aug- 
ust or  the  next  morning  Lattimore  received  the  letter  of 
Johnson  forwarded  to  him  by  petitioners  he  then  knew  that 
the  embargo  was  raised,  and  he  was  not  bound  to  wait  on 
the  agent,  but  it  was  his  duty  to  have  at  once  telegraphed  for 
the  cars  iierdinl  for  liis  mint^  and  have  forwarded  its  requisi- 
tion, but  lie  ilid  ntithing  of  the  kind.  Certainly  TVilliam  H. 
Riddh^,  on(»  of  tlie  petitioners,  must  have  informed  Lattimore 
during  thci  nfttTuoon  of  the  2d  of  September  that  the  em- 
bargo was  raist^l,  and  he  sliould  have  then  telegraphed  for 
the  cars  netMliMl  for  his  mini*  and  have  forwarded  its  requisi- 
tion, but  it  does  not  appear  he  did  so.  It  is  a  familiar  rule 
of  law  that  a  party  wlio  has  been  injured  by  another  in  such 
way  as  is  Inn^  chiinuMl  must  not  make  the  matter  worse  by 
failing  to  pt^form  a  plain  and  obvious  duty  on  his  part  and 
then  mak(^  the  damage  added  by  his  own  negligence  or  reck- 
lessn(»ss  a  ground  of  complaint. 

The,  embargo  had  been  pn^vailing  for  eleven  days  on  ship- 
ments of  coal  to  Clevciland  from  all  these  mines  by  way  of 
the  Baltimore  and  Ohio,  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western  and  the 
Valley  railway  up  to  the  30th  of  August,  when  it  terminated. 
If  tliere  was  any  custom  or  course  of  business  by  which  it 
became  the  duty  of  any  agent  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
Railroad  (^>mpany  to  notify  Lattimore,  as  general  manager 
of  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  of  the  fact  that  this  embargo  had 
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ended  without  waiting  for  any  inquiry  upon  the  subject  from 
Lattimoro  or  some  agent  of  the  Yough  Blope  mine  this 
slu)uld  have  been  shown  by  the  evidence,  and  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  petitioners  to  show  it ;  but  there  is  no  evidence 
(;f  any  such  custom  or  course  of  business.  In  the  absence  of 
any  such  evidence  the  act  of  any  of  the  agents  of  the  Balti- 
more and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  in  notifying  Lattimore 
that  the  embargo  had  ended  would  seem  to  rtst  alone  upon 
the  idea  that  having  sent  notice  of  this  fact  to  depot  agents 
of  the  otlier  mines  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Bailroad  Com- 
pany should,  as  a  matter  of  fairness,  have  in  a  like  manner 
s(Mit  notice  to  tlie  depot  agent  at  West  Newton  for  the  Yough 
Slope  mine  also,  and  this  last  is  ti*ue.  The  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Bailroad  Company  did 
und(^rtake  and  attempt  in  good  faith,  so  far  as  we  can  see,  to 
notify  all  these  mines  (the  Yough  Slope  mino  included)  in 
the  same  manner,  by  telegraph,  and  at  the  same  time,  during 
the  afternoon  of  the  30th  of  August,  that  the  embargo  that 
liail  prevailed  upon  shipments  of  coal  to  Cleveland  was  then 
at  PTi  e!ul  and  that  they  could  forward  their  coal  and  that 
this  not i en  was  then  sent  to  the  depot  agent  at  West  Newton 
for  the  Yough  Slope  mine.  Whether  the  Youghiogheny  and 
Ashtabula  mines  received  their  notice  of  their  depot  agent 
l)(*fore  or  after  inquiring  of  him  is  not  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence. If  the  Yough  Slope  mine  failed  to  receive  that  notice 
as  the  other  mines  did  it  would  appear  upon  the  evidence  to 
liave  ])een  its  misfortune,  largely  mixed  with  its  own  fatdt. 
If  the  Tough  Slope  mine  was  then  suffering  for  want  of  cars 
a  daily  inquiry  made  by  any  of  its  agents  of  the  station  agent 
of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad  at  West  Newton,  near  by 
this  mine,  would  have  revealed  the  fact  that  this  embargo 
had  ended  the  very  diy  it  was  raised  and  would  have  been 
as  natural,  as  proper,  as  inexpensive,  as  free  from  inconve- 
iiionce  as  it  would  have  been  business  like,  and  as  clearly  a 
matter  of  duty  they  oAved  the  owners  of  the  mines,  but  no- 
thing of  tliis  kind  appears  to  have  been  done.  While  care- 
fully guarding  their  rights  in  aU  matters  to  which  it  relates, 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  does  not  proceed  upon  the 
theory  that  shippers  are  absolved  from  all  duty  in  looldiig 
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after  the  delivery  of  their  freight  to  railroads  for  carriage. 
It  would  require  more  credulity  than  discrimination  to  be- 
lieve, upon  the  evidence  before  us,  that  the  Yough  Slope 
mine  vras  suffering  for  want  of  cars  during  the  period  elaps- 
ing between  the  30th  of  August  and  the  4th  of  September, 
1887. 

It  is  manifest  from  tlie  evidence  that  neither  the  Pitts- 
burgh and  Western  Eailroad  Company  nor  the  respondent 
attempted  to  conceal  from  the  Yough  Slope  mine  the  fact 
that  the  embargo  was  raised,  but,  on  the  contrary,  Johnson, 
the  superintendent  of  the  Pittsburgh  and  Western,  informed 
the  petitioners,  who  were  the  agents  of  that  mine,  of  the  fact 
on  the  30th  of  August,  and  on  the  same  day  it  was  tele- 
graphed by  Bachelor  to  all  t\m  station  agents  of  the  Pitts- 
burgh Division  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Eailroad  Com- 
pany along  its  line.  Other  facts  in  eridence  tend  to  negative 
the  idea  of  any  unjust  discrimination.  On  the  lOtli  of  Au- 
gust, Bachelor,  the  master  of  trains  of  the  Pittsburgh  Division 
of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  sent  an  urgent 
telegram  to  Johnson,  the  superintendent  of  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Western,  to  know  if  coal  from  the  Y'ough  Slope  mine 
could  go  forward  to  Arthur  &  Boylan,  at  Cleveland,  Ohio. 
Taking  the  period  from  the  inth  of  August  to  the  4th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1887,  when  the  great(*st  trouble  for  cars  existed,  and 
it  sho-?v'S  that  the  Yough  Slope  mine  received  considerably 
more  cars  in  proportion  to  its  need  for  them  than  did  the 
Youghiogheny  and  Ashtabula  mines,  and  this,  too,  while  the 
shipments  of  the  la^.t^^r  were  chiefly  to  Fairport,  upon  a  line 
where  there  was  no  trouble  about  a  sufficiency  of  cars,  and 
the  former  was  shipping  in  large  part  to  Cleveland,  Girard, 
Monroe  Falls,  and  Cuyahoga  Falls,  over  a  line  where  there 
was  great  trouble  about  a  sufficiency  of  cars.  Not  a  single 
instance  is  shown  by  the  evidence  where  the  respondent  or 
any  of  its  officers  or  agents  have  ever  manifested  any  un- 
friendly spirit  toward  the  Yough  Slope  mine,  in  its  business 
or  otherwise.  The  general  manager  of  the  Yough  Slope 
mine,  who  owns  a  one-fourth  interest  in  that  mine,  while  ad- 
mitting as  a  witness  on  the  stand  that  he  had  frequently 
been  dissatisfied  and  had  complained  during  last  August  be- 
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caiiKo  he  did  not  get  all  the  cars  he  needed  at  all  times,  yet 
stated  that  during  the  entire  season  his  mine  had  been 
treated  as  well  in  the  matter  of  cars  as  any  of  its  neighbors^ 
and  utterly  repudiated  the  idea  that  there  had  been  any  un- 
just or  unfair  discrimination  by  the  respondent  against  the 
Yougli  Slope  mine. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  adduced 
by  the  parties  in  this  proceeding  we  are  of  the  opinion  and 
so  tin  (I  that  it  fails  to  show  that  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
llailroad  Company  was  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination  under 
the  Act  to  Kegulate  Commerce  in  failing  to  furnish  cars  to 
the  Yoiij^h  Slope  mine  for  shipment  of  coal  to  Arthur  &  Boy- 
lau,  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  between  the  30th  of  August  and  the 
4tli  of  September,  in  the  year  1887. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  is  that  this  petition  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  dismissed. 


626  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE   COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

IN   THE  MATTER  OF  THE  TARIFFS   OF   THE  CO- 
LUMBUS AND  WESTERN  RAILWAY. 

Decided  March  12, 1888. 

Tariffs  not  conforming  to  fourth  section  criticised.  Circumstances  stated 
found  not  sufficient  to  warrant  deviation  from  the  law. 

Carriers  should  bring  their  tariffis  into  conformity  with  the  statute  without 
suggestions  from  the  Commission  as  to  details. 

The  following  letter  was  addressed  by  a  member  of  the 
Commission  to  the  Central  Railway  and  Banking  Company 
of  Georgia,  operating  the  Columbus  and  Western  Railway 
from  Columbus  to  Childersburg,  Alabama : 

"  To  The  Central  Railroad  and  Banking  Company  of  Geob- 

**GiA,  Savannah,  Georgia. 
"  Gentlemen  : 

"  The  Commission  is  in  receipt  of  your  Tariff  E-198,  estab- 
lishing class  rates  from  Savannah,  Georgia,  to  points  on  the 
line  of  the  Columbus  and  Western,  taking  effect  January  16, 
1888,  from  which  it  appears  that  a  gi-eater  sum  is  charged  to 
a  large  number  of  points  at  a  less  distance  from  Savannah 
than  Sylacauga,  than  is  charged  to  Sylacauga  over  the  same 
line  in  the  same  direction. 

"  The  Commission  will  entertain  the  consideration  of  any 
statement  or  argument  which  you  may  see  fit  to  make  and 
file  within  twenty  days  from  this  date,  upon  the  question 
whether  said  tariff  is  not  in  contravention  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce." 

To  said  letter  the  following  reply  was  received :     . 

"  February  13, 1888. 
"Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 

"  WasJdngton^  D,  C. 

"  Gentlemen  : 

"  I  acknowledge  herewith  receipt  of  your  letter  of  Febru- 
ary 1,  on  the  subject  of  rates  from  Savannah  to  Sylacauga. 

"  I  beg  leave  to  say  that  the  rates  from  Savannah  to  all 
stations  this  side  of  Sylacauga  are  practically  the  rates  es- 
tablished by  the  State  Commissioners  of  Georgia  and  Ala- 
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bama  until  we  come  to  Sylacauga  itself.  There  we  found  in 
effect  upon  the  Anniston  and  Atlantic  railroad  rates  which 
were  very  much  lower.  As  we  could  not  control  their  rates 
at  this  point,  we  were  compelled  to  conform  our  rates  to 
them  or  else  to  abandon  the  business.  The  business  at  that 
point  is  light,  and  we  would  greatly  prefer  to  abandon  it  to- 
scaling  the  rates  this  side.  As  the  rate  which  prevails  on 
the  Auniston  and  Atlantic  is  based,  I  understand,  upon  the 
rates  at  Selma,  upon  the  Alabama  Biver,  added  to  the  East 
Tennessee  local  to  Sylacauga,  I  considered  the  competition 
at  Sylacauga  as  under  dissimilar  circumstances  from  the 
competition  at  points  east  thereof. 

''  As  to  the  actual  amount  of  the  rate  and  the  comparative 
differences  between  Sylacauga  and  adjacent  stations,  I  beg 
leave  to  say  that  even  with  those  rates  the  Columbus  and 
Western  railroad  has  never  yet  paid  the  interest  upon  its 
bonds,  and  is  practically  supported  by  the  Oeorgia  Central 
railroad.  Its  loc^l  rates  have  been  approved  by  the  St^te 
Commission  of  Alabama  on  the  ground  of  its  poverty  and 
low  earnings.  Anticipating,  however,  an  early  improvement 
by  the  a})proaching  completion  of  the  line  to  Birmingham,  a 
new  set  of  rates  has  been  in  process  of  preparation  and  was 
forwarded  to  the  Alabama  Commission  for  approval  on  Janu- 
ary 28.  These  new  rates  make  a  very  material  reduction, 
and  will  be  put  in  effect  as  soon  thereafter  as  it  is  possible  to 
print  them  and  distribute  them.  They  will  very  largely  mod- 
ify the  differences  which  prevail  under  Tariff  E-198.  I  beg 
leave  to  hand  you  herewith  a  copy  of  these  rates,  with  com- 
parison on  the  same  sheets  with  the  rates  now  in  force.  I 
will  be  under  many  obligations  to  have  the  judgment  of  the 
Commission  upon  them,  or  the  suggestion  of  any  other  basis 
upon  which  they  could  be  made  than  the  one  adopted. 

"  Very  respectfully, 

**  E.  P.  Alezahder» 

MEMOBAKDUM  BT  THE  GOIOflBSION. 

In  view  of  the  decisions  heretofore  made  by  the  Oommifl- 
sion  upon  the  subject  of  the  interpretation  of  the  fomth  seo* 
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tion  of  tlio  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  it  is  not  apparent  liow 
the  facts  and  considerations  which  are  stated  in  the  forego- 
ing letter  can  be  regarded  as  sufficient  to  warrant  the  devia- 
tions from  the  rule  of  said  section  which  are  found  in  tho 
tariflfs  from  Savannah  to  points  on  the  Columbus  and  West- 
ern railroad,  as  now  on  file  or  as  proposed. 

The  concluding  request  for  "  the  suggestion  of  any  other 
basis  upon  which  they  could  be  made  '*  is  also  noted.  The 
Commission  has  not  as  yet  considered  it  necessary  or  expe- 
dient to  make  such  suggestions ;  it  has  uniformly  held  that 
the  carriers  themselves  should  devise  the  methods  by  which 
their  tarifts  should  be  framed  in  conformity  to  the  law. 
Other  carriers  have  found  it  possible  to  enter  upon  a  recon- 
struction of  their  modes  of  rate  making,  involving  a  substan- 
tial abandonment  of  many  of  tho  discriminations  which  seem 
to  tho  public  to  be  unjust,  the  existence  of  which  was,  in 
part  at  least,  the  occasion  of  the  passage  of  the  Act  to  Reg- 
ulate Commerce ;  this  has  in  some  instances  been  accom- 
plished by  the  grouping  of  stations  for  the  making  of  through 
rates. 

The  views  of  the  Commission,  so  far  as  it  has  yet  found 
occasion  to  formulate  them,  are  expressed  in  the  opinions 
heretofore  rendered,  particularly  those  in  the  matter  of  The 
Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company,  and  in  the  case 
of  Hai'well  and  others  v.  Columhvs  and  Western  Hailroad 
Company.     (1  I.  C.  C.  R.  31 ;  lb.  236.) 

Note.— A  new  tariff  wa8  immediately  filed  with  the  Commission,  mak- 
ing interstate  rates  to  and  from  the  road  above-named,  which  do  not  charge 
a  higher  rate  for  a  shorter  distance  than  for  a  longer,  over  the  same  line. 
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THE  LA  CROSSE  MANUFACTUREBS'  AND  JOBBERS' 
UNION  V.  THE  CHICAGO,  MILWAUKEE  AND 
ST.  PAUL  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  CHICAGO 
AND  NORTHWESTERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  AND 
THE  CHICAGO,  BURLINGTON  AND  NORTHERN 
RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Docidod  March  10, 1888. 

Tho  fact  that  tho  rates  of  a  railroad  company  are  not  established  on  a  mil&- 
uK«'  basis  docs  not  iiocossarily  make  out  their  Ulogality  or  injustice. 

A  prayor  in  a  {Hjtitiou  against  a  railroad  company,  that  the  company  be  re- 
quired to  make  its  rates  from  one  terminus  to  the  town  from  which  the 
inaition  pnnreeds  and  to  other  towns  in  the  same  section,  and  also  f^m 
such  teriiiiuus  to  the  petitioning  town  and  from  thence  to  such  other 
towns,  on  a  uniform  and  equal  mileage  basis,  cannot  be  granted,  the 
C  omniission  having  no  power  to  require  the  adoption  of  such  a  basis. 

A  comphiint  will  not  be  Hied  of  which  no  reasonable  ground  for  investigation 
appears. 

BT  THE  COMMISSION. 

Ill  the  petition  offered  for  filing  in  this  ease  complaint  is 
made  of  the  rates  charged  by  the  defendant  companies  for 
tlie  transportation  of  merchandise  from  Chicago,  111.,  to  La 
('rosso,  Wis.,  from  Chicago  to  towns  in  the  vicinity  of  La 
Crosse,  and  other  towns  further  to  the  west  and  northwest 
whose  men'hants  and  dealers  have  been  accnstomed  to  make 
their  piirehases  in  La  C'rosse,  and  from  La  Crosse  to  such 
other  towns  reai)eetively.  The  complaint,  briefly  stated,  is^ 
that  the  defendant  companies  make  the  same  charge  for  the 
transportation  of  merchandise  from  Chicago  to  La  Crosao 
that  thc^y  do  for  the  transportation  of  like  merchandise  from 
ChieaLn)  to  oilwr  towns  wliich  are  at  a  greater  distance,  and 
tliat  they  ehar<^e  relatively  much  more  from  La  Crosse  to  the 
towns  which  woidd  naturally  do  business  with  it  than  they  * 
do  from  Chiea(^o  to  the  same  towns.  The  results  are  alleged 
to  be  injurious  to  La  Crosse,  and  especially  to  its  jobbing 
tra(l(%  siueo  it  enables  the  towns  which  would  naturally  pnr-^ 
chasf  ilwir  stocks  and  supplies  at  La  Crosse  to  procure  them' 
from  Chicago  direct  at  much  less  cost  for  transportation  than 
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must  bo  paid  wlien  the  same  goods  are  sent  first  to  the  job- 
ber in  La  Crosse  and  from  thence  to  the  dealer  in  such  other 
towns,  which  would  be  the  course  of  business  if  transporta- 
tion rates  were  favorable. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  is  that  the  Commission  "  will 
make  such  order  as  will  restrain  the  several  respondent  com- 
panies from  such  practice,  and  will  compel  them  to  cany 
freight  from  Chicago  to  La  Crosse  at  the  same  rate  per  ton 
per  mile  as  they  do  or  may  hereafter  charge  for  carrying  the 
same  class  of  freight  from  Chicago  to  points  beyond  La 
Crosse  ;  and  also  that  the  said  raih  oad  companies  be  order- 
ed to  charge  the  same  rate  per  ton  per  mile  on  each  class  of 
merchandise  carried  from  La  Crosse  as  they  do  or  may  here- 
after charge  on  the  same  classes  from  Chicago  to  points  be- 
yond La  Crosse,  with  the  addition  of  such  charges  for  termi- 
nal expenses  and  re-handling  as  the  Commission  may  find 
just  and  reasonable ;  and  petitioner  has  reason  to  believe 
tliat  an  average  addition  of  not  more  than  five  cents  per  hun- 
dred pounds  for  the  first  and  sin^oud  classes  of  freight,  and 
two  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred  pounds  for  the  third, 
fourth  and  fifth  classes,  would  bo  more  than  sufficient  to  cov- 
er such  terminal  charges  and  the  cost  of  re-handling  at  La 
(yrosse." 

Before  filing  the  petition  and  calling  upon  defendants  for 
an  answer,  it  may  be  desirable  to  consider  whether  the  Com- 
mission has  the  power  to  give  to  the  petitioner  and  those  it 
rcjpresents  the  relief  which  is  sought.  This  question  must 
bo  determined  in  the  light  of  the  prayer  which  is  above  re- 
cited. The  prayer  defines  what  is  desired,  and  what  it  ia 
supposed  will  remedy  the  mischief  of  which  petitioner  com- 
])lains  ;  and  if  any  different  or  other  relief  would  be  possible 
on  the  facts,  a  discussion  thereof  would  be  irrelevant  now. 
We  have  only  to  consider  in  this  case  whether  it  is  possible 
and  proper  for  us  to  grant  the  particMiIai:  relief  prayed. 

Referring  to  the  petition  it  will  be^  observed  that  what  is 
prayed  for  is  the  establishment  of  thii  mileage  basis  for  rates 
for  the  transportation  of  merchandise  in  the  territory  north- 
west of  Chicago  in  which  the  jobbers  of  La  Crosse  find  the 
market  for  their  goods.     La  Crosse  desires  the  same  dis- 
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tance  rates  for  the  transportation  of  goods  from  Chicago 
which  are  given  to  any  other  town  in  that  section  of  the 
country,  and  the  same  distance  rates  on  consignments  to 
other  towns  which  are  made  on  consignments  from  Chicago. 

The  rates  to  La  Crosse  from  Chicago  are  not  complained 
of  as  being  in  themselves  excessive,  but  the  defendant  com* 
])auies,  it  appears,  in  making  rates  into  that  territory,  group 
tlio  towns  of  a  considerable  district  and  charge  the  same 
rates  to  all  within  the  district.  This  is  a  practice  which  pre- 
vails very  largely  in  the  making  of  rates,  and  results  in  giv- 
ing to  some  towns  rates  which  are  relatively  lower  than  are 
charged  to  others.  It  is  probably  a  convenient  practice  to 
the  railroad  companies  or  it  would  not  be  so  often  adopted ; 
and  it  may  sometimes  tend  to  equalize  railroad  advantages 
as  betwtien  towns  without  wronging  any  one.  The  system 
itself  is,  therefore,  not  necessarily  illegal ;  it  only  becomes  11- 
lo;^al  when  it  can  be  shown  that  illegal  results  flow  from  it. 

What  the  Commission  is  required  to  determine,  then,  in 
whether  one  town  is  entitled  to  demand  equal  mileage  rates 
with  other  towns,  and  especially  whether  the  merchants  and 
traders  of  La  Crosse  in  their  jobbing  trade  of  goods,  of  which 
the  chief  centre  of  supply  is  Chicago,  are  entitled  to  the  same 
rates,  first  from  Chicago  to  La  Crosse  and  then  from  La 
( 'I'osse  to  the  ultimate  point  of  sale,  which  are  given  when 
the  merchandise  is  sent  from  Chicago  direct  to  the  same  ulti- 
mate market.  And  the  question  is  not  whether  the  carriers 
might  voluntarily  give  the  same  rates,  but  whether  they  ore 
retjuired  by  law  to  give  them. 

The  (question  is  not  new  to  the  commission ;  it  has  been 
raised  several  times,  and  has  once  been  formally  passed  up- 
on. In  considering  such  a  question  it  is  proper  to  observe 
that  the  ruling  asked  for  cannot  be  made  for  any  one  town  or 
place  except  upon  principles  which  wilL be  generally  applioa- 
l>]o.  No  city  or  locality  can  be  recognized  as  having  in  law 
natural  or  other  claims  to  special  rules  which  cannot  be 
clainuHl  by  others.  Natural  and  other  special  advantages 
and  disadvantages  must  no  doubt  be  had  in  mind  and  consid- 
ered by  those  who  make  rates,  and  must  some  times  to  some 
oxtoiit  gmern  in  making  them ;  but  the  spirit  and  purpose  of 
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the  act  from  which  the  Commission  derives  its  powers  require 
equal  and  impartial  niles,  and  do  not  recognize  any  authority 
in  the  Commission  to  give  any  locality  special  advanta^i^es. 
If,  therefore,  La  Crosse  can  demand  the  mileage  basis  for 
the  making  of  rates  to  and  from  that  city,  so  can  Bed  Wing, 
Albert  Lea,  and  all  the  smaller  towns  in  the  territory  whose 
people  are  accustomed  to  trade  at  La  Crosse  ;  and  the  final 
result  of  the  recognition  of  the  right  must  be  the  establish- 
ment of  the  mileage  basis,  not  merely  for  the  country  in 
which  the  merchants  and  tradcjrs  of  La  Crosse  find  tlieir  mar- 
kets, but  for  the  whole  country. 

It  is  a  matter  of  general  history  that  when  the  Act  to  Keg- 
ulate  Commerce  was  ])ending  in  Congress  the  mileage  basis 
was  suggested  but  was  not  adopted.  The  reasons  against  it 
were,  no  doubt,  thought  to  be  conclusive.  Many  circum- 
stances fairly  entitle  and  sometimes  compel  the  carrier  to 
make  rates  on  one  line  proportionately  less  than  are  made 
on  another.  The  volume  of  business,  the  strength  of  com- 
])eting  forces,  the  direction  of  ti*afBc,  the  convenience  of  ex- 
changes, the  relations  of  carriers  to  each  other,  and  a  multi- 
tude of  oth(^r  circuin stances  have,  or  may  have,  an  important 
bearing.  All  of  these  the  carriers,  in  making  their  rates, 
ought  to  have  in  mind  and  consider  with  care,  with  a  view  to 
the  establisliment  of  such  charges  as  shall  bo  relatively  equal 
and  just,  or  as  nearly  so  as  may  be  found  practicable ;  but 
the  mere  fact  that  in  the  making  of  rates  the  mileage  basis 
lias  been  disregarded  cannot  be  deemed  proof  of  unlawful 
action  when  it  is  considered  that  the  law  making  authority, 
for  reasons  which  must  be  deemed  conclusive,  has  refrained 
from  adopting  that  basis. 

It  is  possible  that  if  the  tariffs  of  the  defendants  had  been 
fram(Hl  by  the  Commission,  points  so  far  a])art  as  La  Crosse 
and  Maiikato  would  not  have  been  grouped  under  identical 
rates,  and  that  in  some  other  particulars  the  rates  might  have 
been  different.  But  on  this  petition  we  deal  only  with  the 
question  which  we  conceive  it  to  present.  That  question  was 
fully  and  deliberately  considered  in  the  case  of  Crews  v.  The 
Jiichinond  and  DanmJle  Railroad  Company^  1  Int.  Com.  Com. 
llep.,  40,  in  which  case  like  privileges  were  demanded  on 
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bolialf  of  the  mcrcliauts  and  traders  of  Danville  to  those  here 
clHiinoLl  for  the  i)e()ple  of  La  Crosse, and  the  Commission  was 
iiiiaiiiiiioiisly  of  opinion  that  it  had  no  power  to  require  what 
was  Kouglit.  There  were,  as  between  that  case  and  this,  some 
iliftVrences  in  the  facts  and  the  prayers  for  relief,  but  the 
principk)  there  involved  was  the  same  that  must  here  be  in- 
vok(i(l.  The  (piehtion  having,  therefore,  been  deliberately 
coiisideri'd  and  passed  upon,  it  would  be  idle  to  send  out  this 
c()in])hiiut  as  the  beginning  of  a  new  litigation,  the  result  of 
which  must  necessarily  be  the  same  as  in  a  case  already  de- 
cided. Tiie  petitioner  will  therefore  be  notified  accord- 
ingly- 
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Invest  ij^ution  coiidiirted  by  the  Commission  at  New  York  City,  BulEalo,  De- 
t  roil.  (  hicago,  ( )inaha,  Lincoln,  and  Washington,  in  March,  1888.    Opin* 

ion  tiled  April  11,  18«8. 

rn(l('ri>illiiif^,  a  dovico  by  which  a  shipper  pays  for  the  transportation  of  a 

h\<^s  qtitintityor  freight  than  Is  actually  carried,  and  thereby  obtaiBsare- 

du(<>(i  rate  upon  the  gross  shipment,  is  forbidden  by  the  Act  to  Regulate 

Cornnierce. 
Unjust  (iiscriniiimtion  results  from  underbilling,  in  that  the  favored  shipper 

pays  a  less  sum  than  is  charged  others  for  th^  same  service. 
Conunon  Carriers  are  l)Ound  to  exact  equality  in  their  service  of  the  public 
Organizful  action  by  carrierH  to  prevent  underbilling  commended;  their  duty 

to  i>ut,  an  end  t^)  the  pnictice  inMisted  upon. 
Carriers  should  he  hold,  and  in  tuni  should  hold  every  agent,  responsible  for 

the  shipment  of  goodn  at  exact  weights  and  correctly  classified. 
(oniniJHsions  paid  to  soliciting  agents  when  divided  with  shippers  effects 

i)n»a(h  ol"  l.ho  law. 
Shipp«Ms  .-hould  l>e  require<i  to  extend  to  carriers  the  same  honesty  ezpeoted 

in  nilwM*  eonnnercial  tninHactions. 
I'reft  M'lKMvs  ol>taiiu><i  by  underbilling  explained,  and  remedies  suggested. 
l.e^i^>l:lli()n  recoiiiMieiided  imposing  a  moderate  penalty  upon  shippers  who 

wiilully  and  fraudulently  obtain  reduced  rates  of  transportation  for 

tlu'ir  properly. 

OliMON  AND  llECOMMEXDATIONS  OF  THE  COMIOSSION. 

Walk i:i:,  (  o/// m Issioner  : 

'i'lic  Act  to  rc^ulato  commerce  forbids  ^' iio just  discrimi- 
nation "  \)\  c  onimou  carriers  subject  to  its  provisions.    It'de* 
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lines  unjust  discrimination,  declaring  that  a  cominon  carrier 
is  guilty  thereof  whenever  it  "  directly  or  indirectly,  by  any 
special  rate,  rebate,  drawback  or  other  device,"  cliargcs  one 
person  more  than  another  for  the  transportation  of  a  like 
kind  of  trafHc  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and 
conditions.  The  act  forbids  the  giving  of  any  undue  or  un- 
reasonaVilo  preference  or  advantage  to  one  pfjrson  over 
another  by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  its  provisions,  and 
the  s;ibj(  cting  of  "nny  pnrticular  person,  conipa*iy,  lirm,  cor- 
poration, or  locality,  or  any  particular  descrii^tion  of  traffic, 
to  any  undue  or  unn^jisonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in 
any  respt'ct  whatever."  It  also  makes  it  unlawful  for  any 
such  common  carricir  to  charge  or  receive  a  greater  or  less 
compensation  than  the  rate  which  is  specified  in  its  published 
;5chediiles  in  force  at  the  time. 

Th(i  enumeration  in  section  2  of  special  rates,  rebates, 
drawbacks  and  other  devices,  shows  the  methods  of  favorit- 
ism whicli  were  presented  most  distinctly  to  Congress  in 
framing  the  law  in  cpiostion.  The  investigations  wLicli  pre- 
ceded the  passage  of  the  act  had  disclosed  the  fact  that  pref- 
erencits  were  veiy  frei|uent,  in  fact  were  almost  universal, 
and  that  "  the  effect  of  the  prevailing  policy  of  railroad  man- 
agement is,  by  an  elaborate  system  of  secret  special  rates,  re- 
bates, drawbacks  and  concessions,  to  foster  monopoly,  to  en- 
rich favori)il  shippers,  and  to  prevent  free  competition  in 
many  lin<'s  of  trade  in  which  the  item  of  transportation  is  an 
important  factor."  (Cullom  Report,  181.)  The  act  was  pre- 
parcid  accordingly  with  those  evils  more  directly  in  view. 

In  reviewing  the  operation  of  the  law  for  the  first  eight 
months  in  which  it  was  in  force  the  Commission  felt  justified 
in  saying  in  its  annual  r(»port  that  the  law  had  operated 
(linH-tly  to  increase  railroad  earnings  by  putting  an  end  to 
ri'hatcs,  drawbacks  and  special  rates  upon  freight  business 
— a  ri'sult  which  was  also  found  to  be  eminently  satisfactory 
to  tlie  general  pu])lic;  and  the  investigations  of  the  Commis- 
sion have  not  as  yet  disclosed  the  existence  of  unjust  dis- 
rrimination  resulting  from  the  use  of  those  particular  meth- 
ods of  pr(*ference  in  interstate  traffic.  On  the  contrary,  a 
vast  number  of  instances   have   been  found  where   special 
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rates,  rebates  and  drawbacks  have  been  discontinaed,  and 
where  preferences  and  advantages  which  were  formerly  there- 
by given  have  been  terminated. 

It  perliaps  was  not  to  be  expected,  however,  that  the  giv- 
ing and  obtaining  of  special  favors  in  transportation  would 
be  abandoned  immediately  upon  the  enactment  of  the  law, 
either  by  shippers  who  had  been  accustomed  to  enjoy  them 
in  business  strife,  or  by  carriers  who  had  been  wont  to  em- 
ploy them  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  traffic  in  the  face  of 
(rompetitiou.  The  education  of  the  public,  under  the  busi- 
ness practices  which  had  been  not  only  countenanced  but  en- 
couraged by  the  carriers  for  a  long  series  of  years  previous 
to  the  passage  of  the  law,  had  been  such  as  to  largely  oblit- 
erate the  idea  of  honor  as  entering  into  the  case  in  any  de- 
gree wliatever,  and  to  suggest  that  the  new  law  was  not 
passed  to  be  obeyed,  but  to  be  evaded.  The  time  may  come 
when  it  will  be  thought  to  be  as  disgraceful  to  obtain  trans- 
portation dishonestly  as  to  acquire  property  dishonestly; 
and  when  citizens  who  control  the  agencies  of  public  car- 
riage will  consider  the  permission  of  unequal  advantages  in 
transportation  in  the  same  light  in  which  they  now  ought  to 
regard  a  fraud  upon  the  ballot-box.  It  is  not  obvious  in 
what  way  the  obtaining  of  free  transpoi*tation  or  reduced 
rates  of  transportation  by  trick  or  device  is  less  dishonor- 
able than  any  other  form  of  cheating;  nor  is  it  apparent  how 
the  procuring  of  business  by  the  carriers,  through  practices 
whereby  one  shipper  is  given  a  pecuniary  advantage  over 
another  in  a  public  service,  di£fers  ethicidly  from  the  pay- 
ment of  a  bribe. 

Nevertheless,  neither  shippers  nor  carriers  have  been  ac- 
(Histoinod  to  stop  and  consider  these  questions.  If  presented 
iliev  have  been  brushed  aside,  in  the  race  for  business  which 
absorbs  the  entire  community.  A  common  carrier  should  be 
as  sensitive  to  suspicion  of  unfairness  as  a  roister  of  deeds, 
chrk  of  a  court,  or  any  other  public  servant.  The  purchase 
of  his  services  at  a  stated  price,  equal  to  all,  should  be  a  mat- 
ter of  course  with  every  shipper,  without  any  more  thought 
of  obtaining  personal  advantage  in  the  transaction  than  of  ' 
counterfeiting  the  coin  that  pays  the  bill. 


G36  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS, 

The  re-ostiiblisliuient  of  a  correct  public  sentiment  upon 
this  most  inipca'tant  matter  must  be  eflfected  by  the  enact- 
ment and  enforcement  of  just  laws.  In  the  Act  fn  rejjnlate 
commerce  the  country  is  brought  face  to  face  with  certain 
principles  governing  transportation  by  common  carriei-s 
which  had  been  almost  totally  overlooked.  One  is  that  their 
service  is  a  i)ul>lic  service,  and  that  common  carriers  have  no 
right  to  conduct  their  business  as  private  enterprises  are 
sometimes  conducted,  giving  favors  for  the  hope  of  gain  and 
seeking  to  control  business  by  discounts  and  concessions. 
Such  motliods,  possibly  legitimate  in  the  counting-room  of 
tlie  nu'rchant  or  the  manufacturer,  must  be'rigidly  excluded 
from  tli(>  office  of  the  common  carrier.  The  very  name 
"common"  carrier  implies  equality;  it  signities  common  to 
all ;  the  servant  of  the  i)ublic.  The  adoption  of  the  vocation 
carries  with  it  the  assurance  imposed  by  one  of  the  element- 
ary principles  of  the  common  law,  that  every  customer  shall 
be  s(irved  alike ;  and  it  is  rewarded  with  privileges  and  secu- 
rities which  many  other  vocations  do  not  possess. 

On  the  otljer  hand  the  common  carrier  is  at  least  entitled 
to  the  sam(>  fair  dealing  and  honesty  on  the  part  of  its  cus- 
tomers which  are  ex[)ccti'd  between  man  and  man  in  the  or- 
dinary commercial  transac^tions  of  life,  and  sliould  not  be 
called  upon  for  tiie  excuvise  of  an  extraordinary  degree  of 
suspicion  or  required  personally  to  revise  every  representa- 
tion made  by  shippers.  The  business  of  tlie  world  is  found- 
ed upon  mutual  trust  and  confidence.  When  once  the  truo 
relations  of  the  common  carrier  to  the  public  are  generally 
recoj^niized,  and  their  importance  appreciated,  the  same  hon- 
orabhi  course  of  dealing  which  American  merchants  and 
manufacturi^rs  are  justly  exjxn-ted  to  pursue  between  them- 
selves and  with  strangers  will  be  applied  unhesitatingly  in 
respcH't  to  the  subject  of  transportation. 

The  prohibitions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  are  for- 
tunat(»ly  not  limited  to  tlu*  methods  of  unjust  discrimination 
by  special  rate,  rebate  or  drawback,  but  contain  the  added 
words  "  or  other  device."  The  attention  of  the  Commission 
has  been  recently  attracted  in  various  ways  by  allegations 
that  tlie  device  known  as  **  underbiUing  "  is  being  largely  em- 
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ployod  by  shippers  and  carriers  as  a  method  by  which  a  less 
compensatiou  is  paid  by  one  person  than  by  another  for  "  a 
liko  and  contemporaneous  service."  It  became  the  duty  of 
tli(^  Commission  to  investigate  the  subject,  and  such  an  in- 
vestigation has  accordingly  been  had.  Time  was  not  avail- 
able^ for  such  a  full  examination  of  the  question  in  all  parts 
of  tlic  country  as  might  have  been  desired,  but  the  taking  of 
testimony  and  the  collection  of  facts  was  carried  sufficiently 
far  to  lay  open  the  subject  as  it  is  found  to  exist  in  certain 
important  localities,  from  which  generalizations  can  be  safely 
made.  A  statement  of  the  matters  thus  disclosed,  in  respect 
to  a  part  only  of  the  traffic  concerning  which  detailed  evi- 
dence is  in  the  hands  of  the  Commission,  is  given  below,  with 
some  explanation  of  the  difficulties  that  surround  the  situa^ 
tion  and  some  suggestions  for  the  correction  of  the  evils  that 
exist. 

There  is  no  doubt  whatever,  and  the  Commission  finds  the 
fact  to  be,  that  an  immense  amount  of  traffic  has  been  car- 
ricMl  by  the  railroads  of  the  country  during  the  last  six 
months,  and  to  some  extent  during  the  entire  period  since 
tli(^  I)assagc  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  the  tonnage  or 
w<»iglit  of  which  was  underbilled.  The  shipper  in  such  cases 
])jiys  freight  upon  a  less  quantity  than  is  actually  carried,  the 
result  of  which  is  that  upon  the  gross  amount  he  pays  a  re- 
duced rate  ;  in  other  words,  a  less  sum,  than  is  charged  to 
otlier  shippers  for  a  like  service. 

This  has  not  been  confined  to  any  particular  road  or  group 
of  roads,  but  has  been  very  generally  prevalent  in  various 
parts  of  the  United  States,  and  even  upon  lines  which  at  the 
same  time  were  protesting  most  emphatically  their  absolute 
(conformity  to  the  requirements  of  the  law.  The  practice  is 
unequivocally  condemned  by  every  railroad  official  and  traffic 
manager  whom  the  Commission  has  approached  upon  the 
subject;  and  they  have  been  yery  many,  including  officers 
of  most  of  the  leading  lines  in  the  Central  and  Western 
States ;  but  at  the  same  time  the  fact*  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  same  lines  have  admitted  traffic  upon  which  the  billing 
was  short,  and  that  usually  they  have  known,  or  easily  might 
have  known,  that  such  was  the  case* 
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It  should,  however,  be  added  that  measures  have  been 
vohiutarily  adopted  by  many  of  the  carriers,  designed  to  pre- 
vent future  underbilling ;  inspection  of  freight  has  been 
greatly  extended;  methods  of  receiving  freight  in  some  cases 
have  been  changed,  and  although  the  practice  is  by  no  means 
at  an  end,  considerable  progress  has  already  been  made  in 
the  direction  of  putting  it  down. 

A  difficulty  in  dealing  with  this  device  under  the  existing 
provisions  of  law  is  ftnmd  in  the  fact  that  in  each  particular 
case  the  carriers  assert  that  they  did  not  know  of  its  exist- 
ence ;  that  they  were  imposed  upon  by  the  shipper  or  were 
unwittingly  led  into  error  by  the  fraud  or  ignorance  of  an 
jigent;  so  that  while  these  irregular  shipments  may  have 
been  overlooked  or  winked  at,  and  in  many  cases  perhaps 
suggested,  by  the  responsil)le  officers  of  the  companies,  yet 
proof  of  this,  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  jury  in  any  given  case, 
jnight  b(»  dilficult  to  make.  Nevertheless  in  every  case  a  de- 
gree of  negligence  is  apparent  which  is  not  easily  explain- 
able. Various  excustis  also  are  oft'ered ;  the  appliances  and 
assistants  necessary  for  ascertaining  weigh  lb  and  quantities 
are  delicent  in  many  places  ;  the  exaction  of  just  tonnage  by 
one  road  might  send  business  to  a  less  scrupulous  competi- 
tor; the  traffic  is  received  from  connections  where  means  or 
disposition  to  be  exact  may  not  exist.  The  general  fact  is 
apparent  that  railroad  managers  are  reluctant  to  move  indi- 
vidually in  })utting  an  end  to  discriminations  of  this  kind ; 
that  voluntary  action  in  the  direction  of  precision  cannot  bo 
ex])ected  from  the  carriers  unless  it  is  joint  action  on  the 
part  of  all  the  carriers  concerned  in  the  competition  for  the 
traflSc  involved ;  that  however  much  the  managers  of  the 
roads  may  ])r()test  their  desire  to  deal  equally  and  justly  by 
their  patrons  and  however  obvious  may  be  the  fact  that  such 
equality  of  conduct  would  involve  no  loss  to  themselves,  but 
a  probable*  material  gain,  yet  fear  of  losing  a  little  business 
to  a  rival  line  has  induced  much  neglect  of  the  paramount 
considerations  of  propriety,  justice  and  law;  so  that  traffic 
managers  have  shut  their  eyes  to  the  wrong  involved  until 
such  time  as  concerted  action  might  be  had. 
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The  existence  of  wrong  tends,  however,  to  the  adoption 
eventually  of  some  form  of  remedial  action.  The  regulation 
of  mutters  of  this  character  in  respect  to  competitive  busi- 
ness has  been  taken  up  by  associations  of  roads,  in  which 
joint  action  is  available  and  where  a  committee  can  be  au- 
thorized to  represent  the  whole.  For  example,  in  the  Trunk 
Line  Association  the  development  of  the  facts  concerning  the 
great  increase  of  underbilling  during  the  last  winter  led  to 
recent  autlioiitative  action  for  the  more  eificient  organization 
of  a  bureau  of  inspection.  This  system  has  been  in  vogue 
for  some  ycjirs,  to  a  gradually  increasing  extent.  A  coi-ps  of 
inspectors  is  employed  whose  duty  it  is  to  examine  freight 
passing  ct  rtiiin  specified  points,  to  weigh  the  car-load  lots, 
and  to  investigate  the  correctness  of  the  classification  under 
which  the  merchandise  is  billed.  In  this  way  a  revision  is 
had  of  the  billing  of  the  various  roads  which  compose  the  as- 
sociation, and  a  check  is  held  over  underbilling  by  agents  as 
well  as  misrepresentations  by  shippers.  So  long  as  these  in- 
s])ectors  art-  honest  and  efficient  their  work  is  useful,  not  only 
to  the  cnrri(*:s  but  to  the  public.  In  case  short  weights  are 
found  tliO  v^A-irection  of  the  bills  of  lading  is  insisted  upon, 
and  the  frei  .rlit  money  required  for  the  transportation  of  the 
true  weigl.t  must  be  made  up  by  the  consignor  or  consignee 
before  tho  merchandise  is  delivered.  In  case  the  classifica- 
tions are  ioinid  wrong  a  like  correction  is  made.  The  in- 
structions r.riven  to  the  inspectors  require  them  to  correct  in 
favor  of  sliippers  as  well  as  against  them,  in  case  errors  of 
that  kind  r.ro.  found.  The  workings  of  this  system  have  been 
examined  bv  the  Commission  and  suggestions  made  have 
been  cht^<  rully  adopted.  Its  extension  is  likely  to  be  of 
much  us(».  in  putting  an  end  to  the  vicious  practice  of  nnder- 
billing,  altlion^h  the  Commission  is  unwilling  to  accept  it  to 
any  extent  as  a  substitute  for  the  requirement  that  every  car- 
rier should  itself  be  held,  and  in  tura  should  itself  hold  every 
station  ag(?nt,  responsible  for  the  correctness  of  the  weight 
and  classilication  of  the  freight  received,  so  far  as  the  same 
can  be  practically  ascertained. 

Inspectors  are  now  at  work  at  Toronto,  Suspension  Bridge, 
Buffalo,   Salamanca,    Pittsburgh,    Parkersburg,    and    other 
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places  on  tlio  same  fi^encral  meridian  across  the  route  of  the 
trunk  lines,  so-called,  who  will  soon  be  able  to  report  upon 
every  shipment,  east-bound  or  west-bound,  tlirougli  tliu 
points  referred  to.  A  similar  service  has  also  been  estab- 
lished at  various  points  in  the  Western  States  and  in  the 
territory  of  the  Southern  Railway  and  Steamship  Associa- 
tion. 

The  extent  to  which  underbillincj  has  been  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  evading  the  recpiirements  of  the  Act  to  regu- 
late commerce  will  be  partially  seen  from  the  facts  now  to  be 
stated. 

Sixty-one  cars  from  the  Michigan  Central  Railroad  were 
weighed  at  Black  Rock  February  1  to  18,  1888 ;  of  these  the 
billing  of  57  cars  was  short,  in  all,  278,350  pounds,  and  4 
cars  were  overbilled,  in  all,  4,100  pounds.  Of  the  cars  un- 
derbill cd  the  errors  upon  20  exceeded  5,000  pounds  each, 
and  on  4  exceeded  20,000  jx)unds  each  ;  while  on  18  the  er- 
rors were  less  than  1,000  pounds  each,  in  which  case  they 
are  disregarded  by  the  inspectors ;  a  margin  being  necessary 
for  variations  of  scales,  diflferences  in  weight  of  cars  when 
dry,  when  saturated  with  moisture,  wln^n  loaded  with  snow, 
or  when  not  thonnighly  cleaned,  as  well  as  for  other  reason- 
able corrections  and  possible  minor  errors. 

One  hundred  and  thirty-five  cars  from  the  same  road  were 
weighed  at  Suspension  Bridge  January  23  to  February  15, 
1888,  Of  these  the  billing  of  129  cars  was  short,  in  all,  536,- 
545  pounds,  and  of  0  cars  was  over,  in  all,  7,290  pounds;  the 
shortage  on  42  cars  exceeded  5,000  pounds  per  car,  and  on 
11  cars  exceeded  10,000  pounds  pcT  car. 

Forty  cars  from  the  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River 
Railroad,  west-bound,  were  weighed  at  Suspension  Bridge 
February  6  to  13,  1888,  and  were  found  short,  in  all,  109,280 
])(mnds,  or  8  per  cent,  of  the  total  weight  as  way-billed.  For 
example,  a  car-load  of  iron  billed  at  32,000  pounds  from  Al- 
bany to  Detroit  was  found  to  weigh  42,400  pounds ;  a  car- 
load of  salt  from  Rochester  to  Chicago,  billed  at  24,000 
l)ounds,  was  found  to  weigh  32,350  pounds.  Other  under- 
billing  was  in  car-loads  of  potatoes,  cider,  apples,  glass,  etc. 
It  should  be  noted  that  upon  the  Buffalo  inspection  line  the 
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ofist-bound  movement  has  been  conBidered  most  importaDt, 
and  conii)aratively  little  has  yet  been  done  in  respect  to  the 
AV(^st-bound  freight. 

Of  the  east-bound  cars  above  mentioned  a  few  examples  of 
\]\o  most  flagrant  uudcrbilling  are  given,  by  way  of  illustra- 
tion, as  follows*  I 
From-                     To-                 ContonlB.            ^^^     Acgol^ 

Toledo Oswego Com 26,000  80,100 

"      **      **    20,000  86,850 

•      " **   25,000  84,400 

•      *'      **   26,000  87:700 

"      '*      : *' 27,000  41,800 

East  Saginaw Now  York Oats 24,780  28,500 

Jnli^t *'         *'    24,000  27,800 

Indiannpolia Philadolphia Lumber 85,000  48,060 

Bridgeport **       80,000  48,600 

N.'w  Albany Troy "       24,000  81,700 

(  hi»aK<> \V.  River  Junction.. .Screenings 24,000^  87,000 

llaniTiiond Lon.sdale .....Tallow 27,000  29,550 

Elizabethport FortiUzors 80,000  86,160 

Danville Now  York Oats 80,000  40,800 

(  omber Skaneatoles Staves 24,000  80,600 

In  examining  the  schedules  in  detail  a  largo  number  of 
grain  shipments  from  Toledo  were  observed,  of  which  only 
n  ftnv  are  given  above.  In  all  some  fifty  car-loads  of  grain 
w(^ro  shij^ped  from  Toledo  to  various  points,  of  which  the 
nvorago  undorbilling  was  over  12,000  pounds  per  car,  consid- 
erably more  tlian  25  per  cent,  of  the  actual  weight  being 
thrown  off.  At  first  it  seemed  incredible  that  such  a  series 
of  transactions  could  have  occurred  without  the  connivance 
of  the  responsible  officers  of  the  railroad  company.  Investi- 
gation showed  that  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  carrier  was 
wliolly  innocent,  as  it  stoutly  claims  to  be.  The  shipments^ 
or  many  of  them,  were  made  by  Messrs.  Southworth,  Pad- 
dock <fc  Company,  of  Toledo,  from  an  elevator  known  as  the 
N arrow-Gauge  Elevator,  situated  at  the  junction  of  the  To- 
l(  <lo,  St.  Loiiis  and  Kansas  City  Bailroad  witli  the  Canada 
Southern.  Tlie  business  of  this  firm  was  solicited  by  the 
agent  of  the  Michigan  Central  (operating  the  Canada  Sonih- 
cm).  The  margin  under  which  grain  could  be  profitably 
liandled  by  the  Toledo  operators  was  very  close.    Shipmenb 
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wore  presently  begun  in  which  the  cars  were  loaded  from  the 
elevator,  and  closed ;  the  weights  furnished  by  the  shipper 
were  accepted  by  the  carrier  as  correct  for  billing  purposes. 
The  elevator  in  question  was  not  a  "  })ublic  "  or  "  regular  " 
elevator,  in  the  strict  sense,  signifying  responsible  supervis- 
ion and  exactitude  officially  ascertained,  but  it  has  long  been 
customary  for  carriers  to  accept  its  weight,  which  had  been 
previously  believed  to  be  accurate.  When  the  underbilling 
was  discovered  by  the  inspectors  at  Buffalo  a  demand  was 
made  upon  the  shippers,  who  paid  the  amount  required  as 
freight  upon  the  total  weights  reported.  The  agent  of  the 
railroad  company  asservates  that  he  made  no  suggestion 
that  the  grain  might  be  under  billed,  and  had  no  suspicion 
that  such  was  the  case.  The  shii)pers,  however,  seem  in 
some  way  to  have  obtained  an  impression  that  the  weights 
given  by  them  would  be  accepted  without  coiTectioiu 

The  above  facts  have  been  stat(Ml  as  an  example  of  the  way 
in  which  such  business  can  be  done  on  a  large  scale  with  a 
possibility  of  ignorance  on  the  part  of  the  carrier.  It  should 
be  further  stated  that  ixitcv  the  disclosure  of  the  facts  was 
made,  the  Michigan  Central  commenced  at  once  to  weigh  all 
car-load  lots  originating  at  Toledo  upon  its  own  track  scales; 
and  also  that  indications  point  strongly  to  the  fact  that  the 
parties  above  named  were  not  the  only  Toledo  shippers  who 
have  habitually  underbilled  grain,  nor  was  the  above-named 
line  the  only  carrier  which  acceptcnl  such  underbilling. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  party  which  directly  reaps  the  ben- 
efit of  a  fraud  like  that  above  described  is  the  shipper.  The 
grain  is  sold  at  a  certain  price  "laid  down."  The  purchaser 
pays  for  the  total  grain  shipped,  as  per  invoice,  deductin*^ 
the  freight  actually  paid,  as  p(^r  way-bill.  Tlie  ciirrier  is  not 
benefited  by  the  transaction,  excei)t  perhaps  indirectly  in  re- 
ceiving a  consignment  of  freight  which  might  have  sought 
some  other  route  or  which  the  party  in  question  might  have 
been  unable  to  profitably  handle  at  all  at  the  tarifi'  rates  ap- 
plied to  honest  billing. 

West -bound  freight  from  eastern  cities  is  received  by  the 
carriers  under  circumstances  which  afford  opportunity  for 
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fraud  in  a  manner  to  some  extent  apparently  unavoidable* 
At  New  York  city  the  various  trunk  lines  have  receiving  sta- 
tions upon  the  wharves  in  the  lower  part  of  the  city  and  in 
the  city  itself.  Merchandise  is  delivered  at  these  stations  in 
an  almost  constant  stream  throughout  the  day.  The  space 
available  is  necessarily  somewhat  contracted  and  the  accu- 
mulation of  freight  must  be  prevented.  The  employees  of 
the  carriers  receive  the  contents  of  each  dray  delivered  to 
thorn  in  packages  securely  boxed  and  hooped,  and  at  once 
truck  the  boxes  and  btCles  to  the  weighing  apparatus,  from 
which  it  is  immediately  distributed,  according  to  destination, 
ainong  the  cars  in  waiting  on  the  tracks  or  floats.  No  com- 
))]aint  has  appeared  in  respect  to  the  weights  of  this  class  of 
merchandise,  but  the  classification  is  made  according  to  the 
contents  as  marked  upon  the  packages  or  the  information 
furnislied  by  the  shipper  or  the  drayman.  In  the  rush  of 
business  thorough  examination  of  the  packages  to  ascertain 
contents  is  almost  impossible;  nevertheless,  a  misstatement 
thereof  may  cause  a  reduced  classification  of  the  goods,  by 
-which  the  shipper  or  consignee  will  be  materially  benefited 
»nd  the  carrier  defrauded  to  the  same  extent,  while  other 
dealers  who  represent  contents  truthfully  are  correspondingly 
})rejudiced  by  the  ujijust  discrimination.  A  person  who  sells 
an  article  to  another  person  representing  it  to  be  what  it  is 
not  is  liable  to  punishment  for  the  fraud ;  a  willful  misrepre- 
sentation to  a  carrier  for  the  purposes  of  reduced  freight 
charges  is  not  different  in  principle. 

The  method  of  receiving  miscellaneous  freight  as  above 
described  is  substantially  followed  at  other  large  cities  and 
distributing  points.  The  cars  so  loaded  follow  the  various 
lines  of  road  to  their  several  destinations.  It  is  impossible 
for  the  carriers  to  inspect  their  contents  en  nmU^  without 
stopping  them,  unloading  them  entirely,  and  opening  each 
package,  a  single  carload  often  containing  goods  from  a  laige 
number  of  shippers. 

Shipments  in  car-load  lots  originating  in  the  east  are  oo« 
casionally  received  from  a  shipper  at  a  public  ttetion,  but 
more  frequently  are  loaded  by.  the  shippers  themselTee  upon 
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mdo,  tracks  placed  for  tlicir  convcuioiicc^.  at  tho  various  fac- 
tories, mills,  iron  •  works,  relinoriijs  and  other  inaiuifaeturiiip^ 
establishments  .found  -noj;  only  in  the  large  cities  in  the  east 
but  thrc)u«^hout  the  Eastern  States,  and  the  Central,  Western 
and  Southern  States  as  w(j11.  •  In- respect  to  such  shipments 
the  character  of  the  goods  offered  .is  geiieralh'!  known,  al- 
though there  are  opportunities  for  fraud 'in  representing  the 
contents  of  car-loads.  The  weights  also  maj'  be  verified  by 
the  carriers,  who  have  track  scales  at  different  points  for  thcj 
purpose.  It  has  been  quite  generally  customary,  however, 
for  shippers  of  car-load  lots  to  furnish  the  billing  agents 
with  a  slip  containing  the  description  and  weight  of  the  con- 
tents of  each  car,  from  wlii(*h  the,  way-bills  are  made  out 
without  question,  th(^  cars  going  through  to  destination  with- 
out being  opened  for  inspection  and  without  any  verification 
of  the  weights.  It  is  obvious  that  this  course  of  business  af- 
fords great  opportunity  for  obtaining  preference  and  advan- 
tage, although  the  same  standard  of  commercial  honesty  that 
is  observed  in  other  transactions  would  not  permit  any  inis- 
roprcsentation  to  a  carrier.  Unfortunately  this  standard  is 
not  considered  as  applicable  to  the  conditions  of  traflSe.  There 
is  no  law  which  forbids  deception  and  fraud  practiced  upon 
common  carriers  by  shippers  in  interstate  commerce,  and 
while  at  way  stations  and  elsewhere  the  goods  of  tho  man 
who  ships  in  small  lots  are  carefully  s(!rutinized  and  exactly 
weighed,  heavy  shipp(»rs  who  ship  in  car-load  quantities  and 
who  hav(^  the  most  to  gain  l>y  underbilling  are  permitted  to 
turn  in  their  weights  and  pay  their  freight  accordingly. 

Many  of  them  no  doubt  justify  themselves  in  making  esti- 
mates for  railroad  purposes  which  are  much  below  the  actual 
tonnage,  upon  tho  theory  that  others  are  allowed  to  do  so  or 
could  do  so  without  detection,  and  that  business  competition 
cannot  be  met  without  the  pursuit  of  like  practices;  and 
others  again  who  decline  to  become  parties  to  such  transac- 
tions themselves  are  willing  to  overlook  them  on  the  part  of 
associates  or  subordinates,  or  are  compelled  to  withdraw 
from  the  competition  altogether.  Certain  practical  illustra- 
tions taken  from  the  evidence  will  be  found  below. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  carriers  might  themselves 
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.  iu  groat  measure  put  an  end  to  this  evil  of  jipderbilling  of 
weights  iu  car-load  nliipments,  and  that'  they  Qilght  to  be 
lit>l(l  larirtil  V  rosDonsible  for  its  existence.  UhtU  qftiite  recently 
it  lias  been  a  general  -custom  to  estimate  ciir-load  weights, 
upon  many  kinds  of  freight  at  a  filed  ainounl;  without  refer- 
(riu'o  to  the  actual,  contents  of  "the  car.  tJuwillingness  is  felt 
to  incur  the  opposition  of  important  customers  by  adopting 
now  methods  which  involve  more  rigid  supervision.  A  com- 
plaint of  unjust  suspicion  is  at  once  raised^  attended  by  a 
sui^'«;estion  that  the  business  will  be  taken  elsewhere,  which 
is  usually  sufficient  to  prevent  any  change ;  and  although  the 
traffic  manager  may  know  to  a  reasonable  certainty  that  his 
lino  is  })eing  defrauded,  nevertheless  he  omito  to  make  the 
actual  tests  which  would  definitely  disclose  the  fact,  in  order 
h>  bo  able  to  say  within  a  certain  margin  of  truth  that  he  is 
ignorant  of  it.  The  larger  t]ie  transactions  the  greater  the 
touiplcition  to  the  shipper,  and  the  greater  the  fear  of  loss  of 
h'ciffic  on  the  part  of  the  carrier ;  so  that  in  this  case  also  ac- 
tion by  individual  carricirs  is  unwillingly  and  inefficiently  at- 
tcinptod,  if  at  all ;  joint  action  is  at  times  resorted  to  when 
tlio  undt^rbilling  becomes  too  flagrant  to  be  overlooked. 

In  oases  where  the  circumstances  of  the  shipment  are  such 
that  tho  contents  of  the  car  are  not  seen  by  the  railroad  em- 
])l()yot^s,  and  the  weights  are  given  by  the  shipper,  the  car- 
jior  should  always  be  furnished  with  the  actual  invoice  of  the 

.  shipinont,  and  should  have  an  opportunity  to  inspect  the 
original  books  of  the  shipper  for  the  purpose  of  verification ; 
but  ovon  this  should  not  be  regarded  as  a  substitute  for  tho 
actual  knowledge  })y  the  carrier's  agent  of  the  contents  and 
weight  of  ovory  car.  Each  carrier  should  hold  each  billing 
rtgont  r(  sponsible  for  the  accuracy  of  his  way-bills.  If  facili- 
ties and  assistants  are  not  at  hand  they  should  be  provided. 
Carriers  should  have  sufficient  moral  courage  to  attack  this 
sul>joct  tlioroughly  and  individually,  without  waiting  for  tho  . 
action  of  competing  linos.  If  this  work  can  be  done  at  the 
waysides  and  in  the  case  of  small  shippers  it  can  be  done  in 
citli  s  and  upon  shipments  of  magnitude.  It  seems  to  bo 
sini])ly  a  quc^stion  of  expense,  and  the  observation  of  tho 
Coniniission  in  respect  to  the  billing  of  large  shipments  from 
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important  points  shows  clearly  that  the  expense  of  thorough 
inspection  at  each  initial  station  before  accepting  the  freight 
for  transportation  would  be  made  up  many  fold  in  added 
revenue  to  the  carriers. 

It  would  not  be  an  unreasonable  rule  of  evidence  which 
would  hold  the  carrier  responsible  for  ignorance  in  almost 
every  case  of  undorbilling  by  weight.  If  the  carrier  does 
not  know  the  actual  weight,  the  cases  are  rare  in  which  it 
may  not  be  easily  ascertained  ;  and  failure  to  know  what  is 
easily  ascertainable  is  often  in  law  the  equivalent  of  actual 
knowledge. 

Another  cause*  of  underbilling  is  found  in  the  active  com- 
petition for  traffic,  under  the  stress  of  which  a  vast  number 
of  soliciting  agents  are  employed,  whose  oflSces  are  found 
not  only  on  the  corners  of  the  most  expensive  streets  of 
every  city,  but  in  the  rural  communities  as  well ;  and  who 
rt^present,  both  in  their  tixed  establishments  and  in  their 
movement  up  and  down  the  land,  not  only  the  carriers  di- 
rectly, but  also  various  so-called  "  lines '' — red,  white,  or 
blue,  as  t])e  case  may  be ;  whose  only  interest  is  to  obtain 
traflic ;  who  liavti  little  responsibility  of  their  own  or  to  their 
ultimate  employers;  and  whose  object  in  life  is  necessarily 
to  make  a  record  of  success  in  securing  business  which  shall 
warrant  the  continuance  of  their  employment  and  of  their 
])ay.  All  this  gilded  advertisement  and  persistent  solicita- 
tion in  the  end  is  paid  for  by  the  public.  The  business 
1  xists  and  the  public  service  of  transportation  must  be  done, 
wliether  or  not  any  agent  intervenes  to  help  along  the  con- 
irnct.  Whatever  arrangements  and  considerations  are  de- 
vised for  i]w  purpose  of  securing  a  shipment  to  a  given  Une 
aiii  neccjssarily  at  the  expense  and  to  the  prejudice  of  some 
tether  shipper.  In  maintaining  these  methods  of  operation 
th(^  carriers  afford  opportunity  for  the  creation  of  favored  in- 
<!ividuals,  localities  and  description  of  traffic  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  law.  Without  the 
inost  rigid  supervision  the  system  cannot  fail  to  be  danger- 
ous. 

Moreover,  when  soliciting  agents  are  compensated  by  the 
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});iyinont  of  commissiona,  the  danger  is  lai^elj  increased. 
The  division  of  a  coininission  between  the  soliciting  agent  of 
:i  raih'ojid  or  of  a  lino  and  hi«  cuHtomer,  obviously  operates 
to  fjjive  the  shipper  a  lower  rate  of  freight  than  the  published 
s(!1hm1uIo  ;  and  as  the  matter  is  within  the  control  of  the 
:i^(nit*s  employer  the  carrier  which  permits  it  is  responsible 
for  the  violation  of  law  involved. 

And,  on  the  otlior  hand,  the  local  ap^ents  employed  by  the 
cariiers  to  n^ccivo  and  forward  merchandise  from  stations 
iirt^  naturally,  in  many  cases,  men  who  are  not  upon  the 
lii(^hVst  plane  of  honorable  conduct.  It  appears  that  temp- 
tations of  such  af^ents  by  shippers  are  not  unknown  nor  al- 
ways unsuccessful.  A  trifling  gratuity  to  a  station  agent  may 
<Nisily  1)0  so  exixMuhnV  as  to  save  many  times  the  amount  to 
his  eustonier.  The  possibilities  for  fraud  which  may  be  con-  ' 
trivcMl  l)(^twcu}n  unscrupulous  shippers  and  weak  or  unreliable 
cnjployeiis  are  enormous. 

One?  of  the  chief  difficulties  encountered  in  dealing  with  a 
subject  like  that  of  underbilling  springs  from  the  fact  that 
the  carrier  must  necessarily  entmst  its  business  to  a  great 
luunbiu'  of  agi^nis,  and  that,  being  itself  a  corporation,  there 
i)Uvn  is  not  on  the  part  of  these  agents  the  personal  fidelity 
ami  loyalty  which  are  likely  to  exist  between  employer  and 
employees  wh<»n  the  employer  is  a  natural  person.  In  very 
many  eases  it  is  not  unlikely  that,  as  between  a  carrier  and 
one  of  its  ])atrons,  the  inclination  of  the  agent  would  be  to 
prefer  the  interest  of  the  hitter  and  to  sacrifice  the  interest 
of  his  eni])loy(T  to  it.  If  his  disloyal  conduct  affected  injure* 
iously  third  parties,  as  it  commonly  would,  under  the  law  as 
it  now  stands  tluTe  would  be  no  remedy  except  the  criminal 
n  niedy,  and  none  at  all  unless  criminal  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  a^'rnt  could  be  established  ;  but  the  wrong  in  such  a  case 
is  more  lik(4y  to  })e  accomplished  through  the  failure  of  the 
a^cnt  to  ex<'rcis(^  du(»  vifj;ilance  than  through  any  overt  act  of 
(lisliont  sty  on  his  ])art ;  and  when  it  is  borne  in  mind  that  at 
times  a  general  fe(4ing  of  discontent  may  prevail  among  the 
(  niployt  rs  of  a  carrier  it  is  not  difficult  to  understand  that 
i\un)  may  be  serious  and  numerous  vrongs,  amounting  in 
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result  to  violations  of -law,  of  whieli  the  ma-naging  officers 
may  bo  wholly  ignorant,  and  whicJi  are  ac.Gomplished  not 
through  dishonest  eounivanee,  but  only  because  employees 
do  not  exLiciso  the  care  which  is  necessary  to  prevent  them. 

The  effect  upon  the  legitimate  business  of  other  shippers 
which  is  produced  by  opportunities  for  underbilling  taken 
advantage  of  by  competitors  can  be.  briefly  illustrated  by 
facts  disclosed  in  the  course  of  the  investigation  fit  Chicago. 
The  public  elevator  system  there  is  recognized  as  accurat<*, 
and  weights  furnished  therefrom  are  universally  accepted 
without  challenge ;  small  discrepanci(*s  of  fifteen,  twenty  or 
thirty  bus! K^ls  to  the  car  were  the  utmost  irregularities  spoken 
of.  In  Cliic.jgo  and  its  suburbs  a  large  number  of  so-called 
private  elevntors  are  also  found  from  which  the  returns  of 
weights  h;i.ve  been  heretoftu'e  a(!cepted  in  like  manner  by  the 
carriers  as  ho/tii  vde  and  correct. 

The  ])rjce  paid  for  grain  by  a  purchaser  is  frequently  of  it- 
self sutiie!(Mit  (nidtMice  of  the  existence  of  some  concession 
or  advant;i;j:o  in  the  rates  of  freight.  A  dealer  who  observes 
his  com])etitnr  ])urchasing  cereals  at  ])riees  which  he  cannot 
afford  to  ]».iy,  in  vi(»w  of  the  markc^t  at  the  ])oint  of  delivery 
and  the  ;  :q)ens(i  of  trans})ortation,  immediately  infers  that 
the  rates  i\n\  being  mani])ulated,  and  the  inference  is 
strengtlKiied  if  the  fact  is  observed  that  such  shipments 
usually  follow  some  particuhir  line.  An  effen-t  immediately 
follows  oil  tlu^  part  of  other  dealers  to  participate  in  like  ad- 
vantages, and  no  stone  is  left  unturned  to  aecomplish  this  re- 
sult. 

Upon  the  })reaking  down  of  a  car  loaded  from  a  private 
warehoiise  and  shipped  on  the  Grand  Trunk  lin(^  it  was  dis- 
covchmI  that  the  car  was  carrying  15,000  pounds  of  grain  in 
cixcc^ss  of  the  weight  which  had  been  furnished  for  billing. 
A  g(aier.il  system  of  w(^ighing  cars  from  private  elevators 
was  (nitered  u])(m  by  that  company.  A  few  instances  of  tho 
results  are  given  as  follows : 


• 
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^  1     •  Billinff         Actual 

weignt.        weight. 

2707,  X.  D. : 30,000  38,200 

;]();';j,  y..c 3i,000  43,150 

2777,  (^.  T 28,000  36,250 

\)V.n,  N.  1) 28,000  36,200 

1)700,  ('.Ex 28,000-  36,250 

'M'20,  C.   Ex 28,000  36,350 

lOii.V.),  (^.  T 30,000  36,050 

21 10,  X.  1) 26,000  33,200 

37 1:{,  X.  D 34,000  40,250 

IMit'  ( 'liic.if^o  ami  (hand  Trunk  Railway  Company  has  re- 
crjilly  ()iL':.iiii/AMl  a  new  systtjui  for  the  transfer  of  grain  to  its 
(MIS  at  ('liiiajj;o  unci  vifiuity,  embracing  an  accurate  weigh- 
in^:  of  tli<'  i^raiii,  for  which  the  board  of  trade  has  formally 
t»x])i<ss(Ml  its  t ha uks  to  the  company  on  behalf  of  the  grain 
iiit'rcst.s  of  that  oitv. 

'J'lir  cars  w(3i<j;li('d  as  above  stated  were  consigned  to  Lynn, 
Cliailt  stowii,Soutli  Framin^ham,  Lawrence,  Lowell, Methuen 
and  otlirr  local  ])oints  in  Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  New 
H.-niipsiiiro  and  (Connecticut.  Car-load  consignments  of 
^vixiw  to  iiit(M'ior  points  in  the  Eastern  States  are  not  subject 
to  aiiv  1  xainination  or  correction  as  to  weiglit  at  the  point  of 
delivery,  drain  shipments  to  New  York,  Boston  and  other 
seaports  arc  usually  dolivi»re<l  at  elevators,  where  the  con «* 
Iriits  of  tlu3  cars  arc  st'parately  weighed ;  but  xacilities  tot 
\v(  iL^liinvi;  aro  not  found  and  could  not  reasonably  be  pro- 
vided at  tl:e  smaller  citit^s  and  towns  where  a  vast  amount  of 
tliis  liriin  naturally  ^oes.  The  shipments  as  originally  billed 
are  di  liv(  red  without  ^examination  or  correction.  The  grain 
is  usually  sold  at  a  named  price,  delivered,  and  drafts  are 
draw  II  tor  tla;  actual  amount,  deducting  the  freight  upon  the 
toniiiue  as  way-billed.  In  this  way  the  shipper  gets  tho 
Im  ii.lit  of  the  underbilling,  which  may  amount  to  fifty  or 
sixty  (h)ihii-s  per  car. 

Aaother  coTirse  of  doalin<;  in  which  nnderbilling  has  been 
^n'J;(  ly  ic sortid  t<>,  is  shown  in  the  following  illustration: 
'liie  (ont  iits  of  car  No.  10704  (containing  middlings)  from 
the   Wisconsin  Division  of  the  Chicago  and  Northwesteni 
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railroad  wero  sold  on  the  floor  of  the  Chicago  Board  of 
Trade  in  February  last.  This  car  had  been  billed  as  con- 
taining 21,600  pounds,  freight  jn-epaid.  When  the  middlinj^ 
were  transferred  for  shipment  east  to  a  Nickel  Plate  car  and 
re-weighed  it  was  found  that  the  car  contained  45,500 
pounds.  This  car  was  weighed  a  si^cond  time  Avith  the  same 
result.  It  had  been  underbilled  23,900  pounds.  In  that 
transaction  the  millet  saved  7^  cents  per  cwt.  freight  on 
23,900  pounds  to  Chicago.  If  the  middlings  had  been  load^-^d 
into  a  **  line "  car  and  gone  through  without  transfer  he 
would  have  saved  §84  freight  on  the  car-load. 

The  evidence  shows  that  during  the  past  season  a  lai'go 
amount  of  grain  has  been  loaded  at  interior  points  in  the 
Western  States  and  g<me  through  various  junction  points  south 
and  west  of  Cl)icago,  without  transfer,  to  the  East.  The  ship- 
ments are  made  from  small  countrv  stations,  where  no  facili- 
ties  for  weighing  the  grain  exist,  but  where  local  buyei*s  have 
store-houses  or  country  elevators,  and  their  weights  have 
been  ac(*epted  by  the  carriers  in  reliance  upon  tlieir  good 
faith.  It  is  a  custom  among  railroads  to  seal  cars  for  long- 
distance shipments,  keeping  a  record  at  junction  points  of 
the  condition  of  the  seals ;  a  road  upon  which  a  seal  is  un- 
broken not  being  regarded  as  liable  on  damage  claims,  unlesH 
the  seal  remains  intact  throughout  the  tri]),  in  which  case 
the  loss  is  ai)portioned.  In  many  cases  of  underbilling  the 
initial  raihoad  company  has  no  doubt  been  cognizant  of  the 
fact  tliat  tlie  weights  were  not  full ;  soliciting  agents  of  the 
through  lines  have  very  likel}'  been  in  ])art  responsible; 
while  other  cases  no  doubt  exist  in  which  the  carrier  was  en- 
tirely iniioc(Mit  of  all  complicity  in  the  transaction.  ,  In  many 
instances,  however,  carelessness  at  least  on  the  part  of  the 
local  ;ig<Mit  must  have  existed ;  and  negligence  on  the  part  of 
tlie  cMiricrs  in  failing  to  weigh  at  the  first  track  scale  may 
also  be  claimed. 

The  rrsult  of  all  this  has  been  exceedingly  disastrous  to 
dealers  endeavoring  to  do  a  like  business  in  a  legitimate 
way.  Not  only  the  Chicago  B(^ard  of  Trade,  but  similar  or- 
ganizations in  several  other  cities,  have  asked  for  the  passagd 
of  alavr  which  should  make  the  fraudulent  shipper  criminally 
responsible  for  his  conduct. 
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Other  methods  of  evasion  of  the  law  have  also  been  at- 
tiuiiptcd.  A  highly  reputable  merchant  testified  that  he  had 
hiivu  approached  with  a  suggestion  that  one  of  his  employees 
iniglit  bo  taken  upon  the  salary  list  of  a  carrier  if  his  firm 
would  give  its  business  to  the  road.  A  letter  was  produced 
writtini  by  a  sliij)per  to  another  carrier,  asking  to  be  placed 
in  some  such  position,  saying  :  "  I  will  give  to  you  the  mon- 
opoly of  all  business  controlled  by  me.  I  believe  you  have  a 
right  to  employ  any  one  to  work  for  you  on  such  terms  as 
you  s(H)  fit.  I  would  not  want  to  be  known  as  your  agent 
publicly  ; "  and  suggesting  that  about  2^  cents  per  cwt.  would 
be  a  reasonable  conipenisaticm.  In  these  cases  no  bargain 
^^  as  made ;  but  indicutions  point  strongly  to  the  fact  that 
h(»crei  inducements  of  that  character  have  been  resorted  to. 
Of  cours(?,  every  such  transaction  is  a  violation  of  the  Act  to 
leguhite  commerce.  The  pretense  of  an  employment  or 
agency  would  not  for  a  moment  protect  the  carrier.  There 
is  K^ason  for  tlw  belief  that  a  critical  inspection  of  pay-rolls, 
vouclicrs  and  sub-v<mchers  by  the  responsible  officials  of 
many  roads  would  disclose  to  them  a  stai*tling  recklessness 
on  tli(^  part  of  their  subordinates. 

Tlie  same  may  be  said  of  an  intimation  which  one  witness 
statctl  had  bi^en  nmde  to  him — that  while  no  rebates  could 
bo  giv<'n  upon  shipments  after  April  5,  1887,  yet  if  he  would 
furnish  a  list  of  one  hundred  cars  shipped  prior  to  that  time 
tlicy  could  be  taken  up  for  rebating  upon  new  freight  being 
K'crivcd  of  like  am<mnt.  Such  a  transaction,  if  carried  into 
ctVcct,  would  have  resultcnl  in  a  clear  violation  of  the  law. 
OtluM-  devices  and  evasions  have  been  suggested  as  possible, 
.ind  ])cilia])s  actual.  It  is  enough  at  present  to  say  that 
while  a  ci^rtain  class  of  men,  who  are  found  among  shippers 
:is  Mcll  as  among  the  rej)resentative8  of  the  carriers,  find  it 
(  .\tV<  ni(  ly  (liflicult  to  deal  lionorably  and  justly  \nth  the  sub- 
ject of  transportation,  yet  the  enactment  of  the  statutory  pro- 
hibition of  unjust  discrimination  has  resulted  in  very  great 
]>ro;4i(ss  in  i\w  din»ction  of  their  extermination;  and  in 
evrry  <ase  of  such  illegal  favoritism,  any  party  having  know- 
ledue  or  information  of  the  facts  is  permitted  to  submit  the 
]iKitt<  r  to  the  consideration  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission or  of  the  Federal  courts. 
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Roeurring  again  to  tlie  subject  of  uiulerbilliiig,  it  is  found 
tliat  it  lias  not  boon  eo.nlined  to  shipments  of  grain.  Another 
industry  wliicih  lias  been  quite  disastrously  affoeteJ  is  the 
packing  business.  A  g(uitlenian  whose  observation  con- 
vinced him  that  discrimination  existed  which  wjus  scriouslv 
prejudicial  to  the  ])()rk  packers  of  Chicago,  for  the  purpose 
of  developing  the  facts,  purchased  a  car-load  of  lard  from  an 
Omaha  ])acking  company.  The  price  agreed  upon  was  seven 
dollars  and  thirty-live  cents,  delivered  in  Chicago.  It  was 
shipped  on  Fc^bnuiry  13,  LSSH.  Tlie  lard  weighed  40,074 
pounds.  I'reiglit  was  collected  at  12  cents  per  hundred  on 
1-^0,000  pounils  only.  The  invoice  to  the  purchaser  showed 
the  wliolt*  transaction,  cliarging  him  with  40,07-1  pounds  of 
lard  at  thi^  agn^ed  j^iicc,  h^ss  the  freight  on  30,000  pounds, 
and  tlie  balance  was  drawn  for  at  sight. 

Further  investigation  disclosed  facts  as  follows :  At  South 
Omaha,  Xc^braska,  are  si.tuated  several  very  extensive  pack  ■ 
i!ig  estal)lishments.  Their  output  is  some  300  cars  per  day, 
distributed  among  the  Chicago,  Biirlingt(m  and  Quincy,  Chi- 
cago and  Northw(»stern,  Chicago,  Milwaukfe  and  St.  Paul, 
(Uiicago,  Kock  Island  and  Pacific,  AVabash,  and  Missouri 
Pacific  railroads.  Tli<'ir  shipments  consist  of  dressed  hoj^s 
and  dressed  IxH'f,  ]^acking-h(mse  ])roducts  of  various  kinds, 
and  <'vcrvtluiig  that  is  ])roduce(l  from  slaughtered  animals, 
including  fertilizers  made  from  the  ollal.  It  has  been  thii 
custom  of  carrions  receiving  car-load  shipments  upon  side 
trai'ks  entering  all  of  said  establishments  to  ac.ce])t  tho 
weights  givmi  by  tin?  shippers  without  any  examination  or 
v<»rirication.  Tlu*  natural  n^sult  of  that  custom  is  seen  in 
the  lard  shipment  mentioned  above.  The  same  methods 
have  IxM^n  gen(*ral  u]M)n  all  kinds  of  shipments  by  all  of  said 
cone,  rns  upon  all  of  said  roads.  Tlw  njanufacturers  lo^d 
th(^  cars  and  give  to  the  agent  of  the  carrier  a  slip,  from 
which  th(*  way-bills  are  mad(^  out.  Thci  carriers  individually, 
f(n'  i-easons  in  part  indicated  above,  have  hesitated  to  take 
anv  measun's  to  revise  the  w(ne;hts. 

A  pinniliar  ililUculty  in  this  instance  is  found  in  the  fact 
that  large  cpiantities  of  ice  accompany  the  shipments,  which 
is  required   for   the   preservation  of  the   property  and  for 
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wliicli  no  froiglit  is  chargccl,  but  which  is  constantly  wasting 
and  is  at  times  replenished  in  transit,  so  that  the  car-load 
AV(»ight  of  loaded  refrigerator  cars  cannot  be  accurately  taken. 
It  furtlu^r  appears  tliat  in  some  cases  cars  have  been  sent 
from  South  Omaha  directly  to  the  Chicago  warehouses  of 
the  shij^pers,  where  they  were  unloaded  upon  private  side 
tracks  and  returned  billed  as  empty;  an  accidental  examina- 
tio!i  disc*los<Ml  that  they  were  in  fact  loaded  with  nails,  lum- 
ber, salt  and  other  supplies,  needed  at  the  packing-houses. 
In  the  case  of  lard  or  grease  cme  method  of  shipment  is  in 
tank  cars,  which  are  estimated  and  billed  at  20,000  pounds 
each,  but  which,  in  fact,  contain  nearer  30,000  pounds,  or 
v\i)\\  more.  There  is  no  probability  that  such  underbilling 
has  been  conliDed  to  the  packing  establishments  at  Omaha. 
In  such  cases  rival  houses  soon  discover  what  is  going  on 
and  insist  upon  li^e  opportunities.  Unless  they  are  per- 
mitted the  business  which  is  discriminated  against  cannot 
live. 

The  Western  Association  of  railroads  has  attempted  a  re- 
form ;  a  paper  was  prepared,  reading  as  follows: 

"  Kansas  City,  November  29, 1887. 
"  We  hereby  agree  to  allow  Mr.  Carman,  superintendent 
Western  Kailway  Weighing  Association,  or  his  duly  author- 
iz(Ml  r(i})resentative,  to  inspect  our  books  to  verify  our 
wei;^hts  furnished  to  the  several  railroad  companies  on  our 
bills  of  lading." 

In  the  course  of  the  winter  signatures  were  obtained  rep^ 
r<\senting  all  the  packing-houses  at  Omaha,  Kansas  City,  St 
Joseph,  Sioux  City,  Nebraska  City,  Des  Moines,  Ottumwa 
and  Lincoln.  The  arrangement  went  into  efifeot  on  March  1, 
1888,  and  the  experiment  is  now  being  tried.  Its  success  re- 
mains to  be  demonstrated.  The  association  is  sanguine  that 
it  will  result  in  uniformly  lionest  billing.  The  Commission, 
however,  hesitates  to  accept  it  as  a  satisfactory  substitate  for  . 
the  performance  by  the  carriers  at  initial  points  of  their  dutjr 
under  the  law,  which  involves  the  requirement  bj  them  that 
(  ich  shipper  shall  pay  freight  upon  the  exact  amount  of  his 
shipment. 
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l"iuIorl)i]ling  is  also  prac^ticed  to  a  considerable  extent  in 
tlio  shipment  of  morclianilise  in  small  lots.  The  following 
instances  are  taken  from  the  inspection  of  freight  delivered 
at  the  froi<j;ht-housos  in  C^iieago  and  St.  Louis  upon  a  single 

dav,  Febniary  21),  1888: 

Artu'los  as  naiiiod  by  con-  Ailiclos  as  found  on  ex- 

signor.  CJ.'u^s.  amination.  Class. 

I5bl.  pioklort 4  Tickles  in  glass 1 

Tanner's  bark 8  Sassafras  root 1 

Box  nested  tin 2  Birdcages Dl 

Jute 4  Twine 1 

Vinegar 4  Acetic  acid Dl 

Dried  fruit 4  Groceries 1 

Candy ii  Chewing  gum 1 

Crockerv 4  Glass  bottles 2 

Karllienware 4  Glassware 1 

Curljips 4  Cotton  bags 1 

Iron  bolts 4  Hardware 2 

Printing  pniuM' 8  Printed  matter 1 

Window  glnss 4  Looking-glass  plat^ 1 

Earth  paint 4  Drugs 1 

Manyotln  i'  rxamph\s  wen*  «^ivon  in  evidence,  some  of  them 
of  c'oiisidt  iJiNit  iinp<;rtanc(* ;  as  \vh(»re  upon  the  destruction  of 
a  car  h)ade(l,  ns  lulled,  with  **  wooden  ware,"  a  claim  was 
presentcid  for  some  eiglitcen  hundred  dollars,  enumerating  a 
large  number  of  articles  of  merchandise,  including  brushes, 
druj^s,  stationery  and  ev(Mi  a  parlor  organ.  Boxes  of  sta- 
tionery have  been  billed  as  hardware  upon  the  justification 
that  they  included  one  or  two  ink-erasers,  tVc.  It  is  apparent 
from  a  collaticMi  of  tin*  iJroofs  that  there  are  merchants  and 
shippers  who  habitually  misrej)resent  the  contents  of  the 
cases  which  they  ttmder  for  transportation.  When  detected 
they  simply  pay  the  freight  upon  the  bill  of  lading  as  cor- 
rected, whicli  costs  them  nothing.  When  not  detected  tliev 
are  so  much  ahead,  and  their  honest  neighbors  suffer  ac- 
cordingly. An  erroneous  description  of  the  freight  is  cni- 
l)loyed  to  reduce  the  dassiiication,  and  in  that  way  often  op- 
erates to  reduce  the  rate  of  freight  one-third  or  even  one- 
half.  This  practice;  has  assumed  such  proportions  that  all  of 
the  *' house  freight"  received  at  the  larger  western  cities  is 
now  opened  and  examined.     Delay  and  annoyance  result.^, 
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but  tlio  increased  revenue  seems  to  justify  the  carriers  in 
t.ikin-4  those  precautions.  In  very  many  instances,  especially 
on  tlit^  p.'irt  of  large  shippers  and  in  the  case  of  persistent 
r(»]>otiti()ns,  tlie  misrepresentation  is  apparently  willful  and 
^vitli  J(  liUorjite  attempt  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  carrier. 
No  roiiK.Mly  for  such  cases  is  found,  as  the  law  now  stands, 
lnjyond  the  collection  of  the  amount  which  is  required  to 
transport  tlio  article  when  truly  named.  As  early  as  1845  a 
skat utc  was  passed  in  England  imposing  a  penalty  upon  a 
shipper  w;io  fails  to  produce  an  exact  account  of  his  ship- 
ment with  intent  to  avoid  the  payment  of  tolls.  This  statute 
impost  (1  a  p(»nalty  not  exceeding  five  pounds  sterling  per 
ton  upon  the  fr(»ight  in  question  in  addition  to  the  regular 
tolL  Th(»  existence  of  such  a  law  has  no  doubt  operated  ef- 
ii -itntly  in  preventing  such  a  state  of  affairs  as  is  now  found 
to  exist  in  this  country. 

It  is  n(^t  th(^  desire  or  the  purpose  of  the  Commission  to 
relax  in  Uw.  least  degree  those  requirements  of  the  Act  to 
r '^ulattj  co;iniierco  which  hold  carriers  to  a  rigid  responsi- 
hility  lor  pulling  an  oiul  to  all  unjust  discriminations  and  all 
undue  or  unreasonable  preferences.  It  is  the  diity  of  the 
earritns  to  p(  rmit  nothing  whatever  which  can  be  construed 
as  subjecting  any  person  or  locality  "  to  any  undue  or  iin- 
reasonabh^  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  any  respect  what- 
(  vcr."  Tlie  a{)plication  of  these  obligations  to  the  carriers 
in  various  rt^spects  has  been  indicated  above.  It  is  clear. 
that  tlujy  have  hitherto  been  seriously  remiss;  and  while 
k(M'ping  within  the  letter  of  the  inhibitions  against  **  special 
rates,  r(;bat(^s  and  drawbacks,"  they  have  permitted,  if  not 
encoura^jjcMl,  the  adoption  and  employment  of  other  devices, 
especially  tlie  various  forms  of  underbilling,  which  have  in- 
(liriM-tly  produced  the  same  result.  A  halt  has  now  been 
calh  il,  and  a  si^'ious  effort  is  making  on  the  part  of  very 
many  of  the  roads  to  put  an  end  to  this  vicious  practice. 
Tlie  njsult  will  be  closely  observed,  not  only  in  respect  to 
th(^  particular  cases  mentioned  above,  but  al90  upon  man j  ' 
oIIku'  kinds  of  traffic  to  which  the  attention  oi  the  Comnii»- 
sion  has  been  called. 


C56  IXTEUSTATE   CO^TMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS. 

Soctioii  10  of  tlie  Act  to  regulato  commerce  pro'vides  that 
any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  or 
any  diro(^tor,  olHcor,  agent,  &c.,  thereof,  who  shall  wilfully  do 
or  cause  to  be  done,  or  shall  willingly  suffer  or  permit  to  bo 
done,  anything  in  said  Act  prohibited,  etc.,  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemoanor  and  ])unished  accordingly.  It  is 
pro})()sed  to  amend  the  Act  by  imposing  a  moderate  penalty 
upon  shippers  who,  by  false  billing,  false  classification,  falsa 
weighing,  or  false  report  of  weight,  (^r  by  other  devices, 
knowingly  and  wilfull}'  obtain  transportation  for  their  prop- 
erty at  less  than  the  regular  rates.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
unscrupulous  persons  are  to  be  f(Munl  in  mercantile  pursuits 
as  well  as  in  the  employment  of  the  railroads*  that  unjust 
discriminations  obtained  b}-  means  of  these  devices  invari- 
ably operate  to  the  dir(H-t  ])ecuniary  advantage  of  some  ship- 
per or  consignee,  that  the  evidc^nce  distinctly  shows  variouH 
instances  and  methods  by  which  shippers  have  been  able  de- 
liberately to  defraud  a  carrier  in  the  matter  of  transpoi-ta- 
tion,  without  fault  or  connivance  on  the  part  of  the  latter, 
and  of  the  various  otlu^r  facts  and  considerations  apparent  in 
the  foregoing  pages,  the  pr()]>osed  amendment  is  clearly 
necessary  to  make  the  Act  more  thoroughly  efficient. 

No  manner  is  })erceived  in  which  th(*  (enforcement  of  such 
legislation  can  operate  to  the  prejudice  of  honest  shippers. 
Underbilling,  in  its  devic(^s  and  its  fruits,  must  necessarily 
be  participat(id  in  by  the  owner  of  the  goods ;  it  cannot  be 
absolutely  put  down  by  imposing  pi^nalties  u})on  the  carriers 
alone.  The  complete  termination  of  this  practice  is  exceed- 
ingly to  be  desired,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  end 
will  be  greatly  promoted  by  legislative  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  not  only  the  carrier  but  the  shipper  also,  who  both 
participate  in  the  methods  and  the  results  of  unjust  discrimi- 
nation, are  each  responsible  to  the  public  for  the  wrong 
which  every  such  transaction  involves. 
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IN  HE  FILING  OP  JOINT  TARIFFS. 

CincuLAii  No.  6. 

Febbuabt  13, 1888.    ' 

lioads  located  wholly  in  one  State  or  Territorj,  which  in- 
terchange freight  or  passenger  traffic  with  connections  to 
or  from  points  outside  of  such  State  or  Territory  on  through 
tickets  or  bills  of  lading,  should  file  tarifb  covering  such 

traffic  with  the  Commission. 

If  sucli  through  rates  are  made  by  the  addition  of  local 
rates  to  the  rates  of  connecting  roads,  such  local  tariffs 
should  be  tiled  with  the  Commission,  together  with  a  state- 
ment that  through  interstate  rates  are  made  by  adding  such 
local  rates  to  the  rates  of  the  carrier  (naming  it)  with  which 
connection  is  made. 

If  joint  rates  are  made  on  any  basis  other  than  by  the  ad- 
dition of  the  local  rates  to  the  through  rates  of  connecting 
curriers,  tariffs  showing  such  rates  shoidd  be  filed  with  the 
Commission  covering  all  interstate  business  transacted  there'* 

under. 

For  the  Commission  :  C.  C.  McCaiNi 

Auditor. 
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IN  RE  PUBLICATION  OF  EXPORT  TAEIFF8. 

At  a  Meeting  of  the  Interstate  Cox- 
MEKCE  Commission  held  in  the  City  of 
Washington  on  the  8th  day  of  March, 

1888. 

Present :  All  the  CJommissioners. 

The  subject  of  the  publication  of  Joint  Tariffs  being  under 
consideration,  the  following  preamble  and  order  were  unani- 
mously adopted,  and  directed  to  be  sent  to  all  common  car- 
riers subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce : 

Whereas  section  6  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  au- 
thorizes the  Commission  to  direct  when  Joint  Tari£fs 
shall  be  made  public,  and  to  prescribe  the  measure  of 
publicity  to  be  given  to  theeame  : 

It  is  ordered  as  follows : 

Every  tariff  of  rates  and  charges  which  a  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce, 
by  itself  or  jointly  with  one  or  more  other  carriers,  whether 
such  carriers  are  or  are  not  subject  to  such  act,  shall  estab- 
lish for  the  transportation  of  grain,  flour,  meal,  meats,  pro- 
visions, lard,  tallow,  canned  goods,  cotton,  tobacco,  live  stock 
or  other  articles  of  customary  export,  from  any  point  within 
the  United  States  to  a  seaport  thereof,  or  to  any  point  in  or 
on  the  boundary  of  an  adjacent  country,  or  to  any  foreign 
port  or  place,  is  required  to  be  filed  with  the  Commission 
.  and  shall  be  made  public. 

In  all  cases  where  a  tariff  is  estabUshed  for  such  merchan- 

rdise  billed  or  intended  for  export  by  sea,  and  ocean  rates  are 

jDot  specified,  either  because  of  their  fluctuation  or  for  any 

(Other  reason,  so  that  only  the  charge  for  inland  transporta- 
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tion  is  definitely  fixed,  the  tariff  as  filed  and  made  public 
Hhall  show  the  rate  charged  by  the  inland  carrier  or  carriers 
to  the  point  of  export,  including  all  terminal  charges  or  ex- 
penses, and  shall  also  show  in  what  manner  the  through  rate 
to  the  point  of  ultimate  destination  is  to  be  determined, 
whether  by  the  addition  of  the  ocean  rate  from  time  to  time 
prevailing,  or  how  otherwise.  When  the  rate  is  a  gross  sum 
for  the  transportation  of  freight  from  a  point  within  the 
United  States  to  a  port  or  place  in  a  foreign  country,  the 
tariff  as  filed  and  made  pubUc  shall  in  every  case  show  what 
part  of  the  whole  is  allowed  to  the  carrier  or  carriers  for  in- 
land transportation  to  the  point  of  export  by  sea,  induding 
all  terminal  expenses  or  charges ;  and  if  such  part  is  subject 
to  be  increased  or  diminished,  contingently  or  otherwise,  of 
if  in  any  other  case  the  charge  for  inland  transportation  is 
subjected  to  any  change  or  modification  in  case  the  property 
carried  is  exported,  the  fact,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  in- 
crease, diminution,  or  change  is  to  be  determined,  and  the 
extent  thereof,  shall  be  stated. 

Every  such  tariff  of  rates  and  charges  shall  be  published 
by  plainly  printing  tho  same  in  large  type  of  at  least  the  size 
of  ordinary  pica,  and  copies  thereof  shall  be  kept  for  the  use 
of  the  public  in  such  places  and  in  such  form  that  they  can 
be  conveniently  inspected,  at  every  depot  or  station  of  any 
carrier  making  or  issuing  the  same  at  which  any  traffic  to 
which  it  relates  is  received  or  delivered. 

This  order  shall  become  operative  on  March  20, 1888. 

A  TTiTTE  COPY  :  EdW.  a*  MOfiELR, 
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THE  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  ACT. 

An  act  to  ropulute  commorce. 

/>*•  if  vtutcUd  hj  the  Senate  (intf  House  of  Representatives  ftf 
the  fnitetl  States  of  Anteriea  in  (  on ff?'ess  assembled ,  That  the 
provisions  of  this  jiot  shall  apply  to  any  common  earner  or 
oarrioi-s  ongagivl  in  tho  transportation  of  passengers  or  prop- 
tM'ty  wholly  l\v  railroail,  or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by 
wator  whon  both  aro  used,  under  a  common  control,  manage- 
nuMit»  or  arrangement,  for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment 
from  one  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  or  the  Dis- 
trict  of  C\>lumbia,  to  anv  other  State  or  Territory  of  the 
Vnitod  States,  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  from  any  place 
in  the  United  States  to  an  adjacent  foreign  country,  or 
from  any  j^lace  in  the  I'nited  Slates  through  a  foreign 
country  to  any  other  place  in  the  United  States,  and  als^i 
to  the  tT:>nsportation  in  like  manner  of  property  shippetl 
from  any  place  in  the  United  St^ites  to  a  foreiirn  country  and 
^Mvvi«'d  from  such  place  to  a  port  of  trans-shipment,  or 
>Viirped  fviMn  a  foreign  e-^untry  to  any  place  in  the  United 
S:;*itos   av.il   earricvl  to  >n»."h  pl:ice  from  a  port  of  entry  either 

«  Am 

\:\  : : .  e  U : .  i  t  e  il  S:  a  t  es  or  a  r.  a .  i  ^  a  ct  r:t  f  .rt  -  iini  country  :  /  V>  - 
•  :*.  .*.  '. .  .~. .','  ■'.  That  the  pri'>:s:on>  of  this  ai-t  shnll  not  applv 
t-^  I  hi"  irar.siv'rtation  of  yasst-irtrs  or  property,  or  to  the  re- 
1 « -. ^  \  V. ii .  vl  I  *; : V  ering,  st  v^rriiZ e .  or  h  a ::  <\] i r.  j  of  pro}'*eTty ,  "vh oU v 
^\;h:V.  v^v.e  Srate,  auii  not  shipptii  to  or  from  a  foreign  coiin- 

U\  {:v:r.  .r  to  any  State  or  Tirritory  as  aforesaid. 

•  •  • 

The  tsr:.:  *  r:iilr.>aii "  as  ::>o.i  in  this  act  shall  include  all 
\  r./ices  a:;^i  ftrrlis  uscv?  r:  v'*:»tratt\i  in  connection  irith  aav 
r.'i.'.voa.^..  :vv..:  also  iii\  the  ro.i.i  ::;  r^st  1  y  ar.y  corpomtion  op- 
i  la'.iv.c  a  r.v/:rv"^aa.  ^hitht r  -.-T^nea  rr  v"';v rat-t^d  under  a  con- 
ir;K*t.  AgTOirjii'T.;.  v-»t  leas:  :  -ir,.!  the  ttrm  "transportatian'' 
>haV:  ;■-.:":::.?;■  all  instmr-iirtalities  of  shipmeiit  or  carriage. 

All  Khiirct'S  mavie  fcr  any  sirrici   nndered  or  to  be 
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dered  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property  as  afore- 
said, or  in  connection  therewith,  or  for  the  receiving,  deliv- 
ering, storage,  or  handling  of  such  property,  shall  be  reason- 
able and  just ;  and  every  unjust  and  unreasonable  charge  for 
such  service  is  prohibited  and  declared  to  be  unlawful. 

Sec.  2.  That  if  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  any  special 
rate,  Vebate,  drawback,  or  other  device,  charge,  demand,  col- 
lect, or  receive  from  any  person  or  persons  a  greater  or  less 
compensation  for  any  service  rendered,  or  to  be  rendered,  in 
the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  than  it  charges,  demands,  collects,  or^ 
receives  from  any  other  person  or  persons  for  doing  for  him 
or  them  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  a  like  kind  of  traffic  under  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  such  common  carrier  shall  bo 
deemed  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination,  which  is  hereby  pro- 
hibited and  declared  to  be  unlawful. 

• 

Sec.  3.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  to  make  or  give  any  un- 
due or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any  particu- 
lar person,  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or  any 
particular  description  of  traffic,  in  any  respect  whatsoever, 
or  to  subject  any  particular  person,  company,  firm,  corpora- 
tion or  locality,  or  any  particular  description  of  ^traffic,  to 
any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  any 
respect  whatsoever. 

Every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
shall,  according  to  their  respective  powers,  afford  all  reason- 
able, proper,  and  equal  facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic 
between  their  respective  lines,  and  for  the  receiving,  forward- 
ing, and  delivering  of  passengers  and  property  to  and  from 
their  several  lines  and  those  connecting  therewith,  and  shall 
not  discriminate  in  their  rates  and  charges  between  such  con- 
necting lines ;  but  this  shall  not  be  construed  as  requiring 
any  such  common  carrier  to  give  the  use  of  its  tracks  or  ter- 
minal facilities  to  another  canier  engaged  in  like  business. 
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Sec.  4.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  to  charge  or  receive  any 
greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  the  transportation 
of  passengers  or  of  like  kind  of  property ,under  substantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  for  a  shorter  than  for 
a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line,  in  the  same  direction, 
the  shorter  being  included  within  the  longer  distance ;  but 
tliis  shall  not  be  construed  as  authorizing  any  common  car- 
rier within  the  terms  of  this  act  to  charge  and  receive  as 
great  compensation  for  a  shoi-ter  as  for  a  longer  distance : 
Provided,  hoicever,  That  upon  application  to  the  Commission 
appointed  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  such  common  car- 
rier may,  in  special  cases,  after  investigation  by  the  Commis" 
sion,  be  authorized  to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shortei 
distances  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property ; 
and  the  Commission  may  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the  ex- 
tent  to  which  such  designated  common   carrier  may  be  re* 
lieved  from  the  operation  of  this  section  of  this  act. 

Sec.  5.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  to  enter  into  any  con- 
tract, agreement  or  combination  with  any  other  common  car- 
rier or  carri(^rK  for  the  pooling  of  freights  of  diflferent  and 
competing  railroads,  or  to  divide  between  them  the  aggregate 
or  net  proceeds  of  the  earnings  of  such  railroads,  or  any  por- 
tion thereof;  and  in  any  case  of  an  agreement  for  the  pooling 
of  freights  as  aforesaid,  each  day  of  its  continuance  shall 
be  deemed  a  separate  oflFense. 

Sec.  6.  That  every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act  shall  print  and  keep  for  public  inspection 
schedules  showing  the  rates  and  fares  and  charges  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers  and  property  which  any  such 
common  carrier  has  established  and  which  are  in  force  at 
the  time  uiK)n  its  railroad,  as  defined  by  the  first  section  of 
this  act.  The  schedules  printed  as  aforesaid  by  any  such 
common  carrier  shall  plainly  state  the  places  upon  its  rail- 
road, between  which  property  and  passengers  will  be  carried, 
and  shall  contain  the  classification  of  freight  in  force  upon  such 
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railroad,  and  shall  also  state  separately  tiie  terminal  charges 
und  any  rules  or  regulations  which  in  any  wise  change,  affecti 
or  determine  any  part  or  the  aggregate  of  such  aforesaid  rates 
and  fares  and  charp^es.  Such  schedules  shall  be  plainly 
printed  in  large  type,  of  at  least  the  size  of  ordinary  pica, 
and  copies  for  the  use  of  the  public  shall  be  kept  in  every 
depot  or  station  upon  any  such  railroad,  in  such  places  and 
in  such  form  that  they  can  be  conveniently  inspected. 

Any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
receiving  freight  in  the  United  States  to  be  carried  through 
a  foreign  country  to  any  place  in  the  United  States  shall  also 
in  like  manner  print  and  keep  for  public  inspection,  at  every 
depot  where  such  freight  is  received  for  shipment,  schedules 
showing  the  through  rate  established  and  charged  by  such 
common  carrier  to  all  points  in  the  United  States  beyond  the 
foreign  country  to  which  it  accepts  freight  for  shipment; 
and  any  freight  shipped  from  the  United  States  through  a 
foreign  country  into  the  United  States,  the  through  rate  on 
which  shall  not  have  been  made  public  as  required  by  this 
act,  shall,  before  it  is  admitted  into  the  United  States  from 
said  foreign  country,  be  subject  to  customs  duties  as  if  said 
freight  were  of  foreign  production ;  and  any  law  in  conflict 
with  this  section  is  hereby  repealed. 

No  advance  shall  be  made  in  the  rates,  fares,  and  charges 
which  have  been  estiiblished  and  published  as  aforesaid  by 
any  common  earlier  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
this  section,  except  after  ten  days'  public  notice,  which  shall 
l)lainly  state  the  (changes  proposed  to  be  made  in  the  schedule 
tlum  in  force,  and  the  time  when  the  increased  rates,  fares,  or 
cliarges  will  go  into  effect ;  and  the  proposed  changes  shall 
1)0  shown  by  printing  new  schedides,  or  shall  be  plainly  in- 
(licatiul  upon  the  schedules  in  force  at  the  time  and  kept  for 
])al)1io  inspection.  Reductions  in  such  published  rates,  fares, 
or  charges  may  be  made  without  previous  public  notice;  but 
whiMK'vor  any  such  reduction  is  made,  notice  of  the  same 
shall  ijiiinediately  1>e  publicly  posted  and  the  changes  made 
shall  iinniediately  be  made  public  by  printing  new  schedules, 
or  shall  immediately  be  plainly  indicated  upon  the  schedules 
Jit  the  time  in  force  and  kep^  for  public  inspection. 
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And  when  any  such  common  carrier  shall  have  establislied 
and  published  its  rates,  fares,  and  charges  in  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  it  shall  be  unlawful  for 
such  common  carrier  to  charge,  demand,  collect,  or  receive 
from  any  person  or  persons  a  greater  or  less  compensation 
for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  or  for  any 
services  in  connection  therewith,  than  is  specified  in  such 
published  schedule  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges  as  may  at  the 
time  be  in  force. 

Every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  file  with  the  Commission  hereinafter  provided  for  cop- 
ies of  its  schedules  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges  which  have 
been  established  and  published  in  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  section,  and  shall  promptly  notify  said 
Commission  of  all  changes  made  in  the  same.  Every  such 
common  carrier  shall  also  file  with  said  Commission  copies 
of  all  contracts,  agreements,  or  arrangements  with  other  com- 
mon carriers  in  relation  to  any  traffic  affected  by  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act  to  which  it  may  be  a  party.  And  in  cases 
where  passengers  and  freight  pass  over  continuous  lines  or 
routes  operated  by  more  than  one  common  carrier,  and  the 
several  common  carriers  operating  such  lines  or  routes  es- 
tablish joint  tarifis  of  rates  or  fares  or  charges  for  such  con- 
tinuous lines  or  routes,  copies  of  such  joint  tariffs  shall  also, 
in  Uke  manner,  be  filed  with  said  Commission.  Such  joint 
rates,  fares,  and  charges  on  such  continuous  lines  so  filed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  made  public  by  such  common  carriers 
when  directed  by  said  Commission,  in  so  far  as  may,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Commission,  be  deemed  practicable ;  and 
said  Commission  shall  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the  meas- 
ure of  publicity  which  shall  be  given  to  such  rates,  fares, 
and  charges,  or  to  such  part  of  them  as  it  may  deem  it  prac- 
ticable for  such  common  earners  to  publish,  and  the  places 
in  which  they  shall  be  published  ;  but  no  common  carrier 
party  to  any  such  joint  tariff  shall  be  liable  for  the  failure  of 
any  othoT  common  carrier  party  thereto  to  observe  and  ad- 
here to  the  rates,  fares,  or  charges  thus  made  and  published. 

If  any  such  common  earner  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  file 
-or  publish  its  schedules  or  tariffs  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges 
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as  provided  in  this  section,  or  any  part  of  the  same  such 
common  carrier  shall,  in  addition  to  other  penalties  herein 
prescribed,  be  subject  to  a  writ  of  mandamus,  to  be  issued 
by  any  circuit  coui*t  of  the  United  States  in  the  judicial  dis- 
trict wherein  the  principal  office  of  said  common  carrier  is 
situated  or  wherein  such  offense  may  be  committed,  and  if 
such  common  carrier  be  a  foreign  corporation,  in  the  judicial 
circuit  wherein  such  common  carrier  accepts  traffic  and  has 
an  a<^ont  to  perform  such  service,  to  compel  compliance  with 
the  aforesaid  provisions  of  this  section ;  and  such  writ  shall 
issue  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  United  States,  at  the 
rolati(>n  of  the  Commissioners  appointed  under  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act ;  and  failure  to  comply  with  its  requirements 
shall  be  punishable  as  and  for  a  contempt;  and  the  said 
Commissioners,  as  complainants,  may  also  apply,  in  any 
such  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  for  a  writ  of  injunc- 
tion against  such  common  carrier,  to  restrain  such  common 
carrier  from  receiving  or  transporting  property  among  the 
several  States  and  Territories  of  the  United  States,  or  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  adjacent  foreign  countries,  or 
between  ports  of  trans-shipment  and  of  entry  and  the  several 
Statf's  and  Territories  of  the  United  States,  as  mentioned  in 
the  first  s(H*tion  of  this  act,  until  such  common  carrier  shall 
have  complied  with  the  aforesaid  provisions  of  this  section 
of  this  act. 

Sec.  7.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  to  enter  into  any  combi- 
nation, contract,  or  agreement,  expressed  or  implied,  to  pre- 
vent, by  change  of  time  schedule,  carriage  in  different  cars, 
or  by  other  means  or  devices,  the  carriage  of  freights  from 
Ixan^  continuous  from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of 
destination  ;  and  no  break  of  bulk,  stoppage,  or  interruption 
madii  by  such  common  carrier  shall  prevent  the  carriage  of 
frei<^lits'from  being  and  being  treated  as  one  continuous  car- 
riage from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination, 
unless  such  break,  stoppage,  or  interruption  was  made  in 
good  faith  for  some  necessary  purpose,  abd  without  any  in- 
tent to  avoid  or  unnecessarily  interrupt  such  continaous  car- 
riage or  to  evade  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act 
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Sec.  8.  That  in  case  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act  shall  do,  cause  to  be  done,  or  permit  to 
be  done  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  in  this  act  prohibited  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful,  or  shall  omit  to  do  any  act,  matter, 
or  thing  in  this  act  required  to  be  done,  such  common  car- 
rier shall  be  liable  to  the  person  or  persons  injured  thereby 
for  the  full  amount  of  damages  sustained  in  consequence  of 
any  such  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  together  with 
a  reasonable  counsel  or  attorney's  fee,  to  be  fixed  by  the 
coui*t  in  every  case  of  recovery,  which  attorney's  fee  shall  be 
taxed  and  collected  as  part  of  the  costs  in  the  case. 

Sec.  9.  That  any  person  or  persons  claiming  to  be  dam- 
aged by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
act  may  either  make  complaint  to  the  Commission  as  herein- 
after provided  for,  or  may  bring  suit  in  his  or  their  own  be- 
half for  the  recovery  of  the  damages  for  which  such  commou 
carrier  may  be  liable  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  in  any 
district  or  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  of  competent 
jurisdiction ;  but  such  person  or  persons  shall  not  have  the 
right  to  pursue  both  of  said  remedies,  and  must  in  each  case 
elect  which  one  of  the  two  methods  of  procedure  herein  pro- 
vided for  he  or  they  will  adopt.  In  any  such  action  brought 
for  the  recovery  of  damages  the  court  before  which  the  same 
shall  be  pending  may  compel  any  director,  officer,  receiver, 
trustee,  or  agent  of  the  corporation  or  company  defendant  in 
such  suit  to  attend,  appear,  and  testify  in  such  case,  and 
may  compel  the  production  of  the  books  and  papers  of  such 
corporation  or  company  party  to  any  such  suit ;  the  claim 
that  any  such  testimony  or  evidence  may  tend  to  criminate 
th(^  person  giving  such  evidence  shall  not  excuse  such  wit- 
ness from  testifying,  but  such  evidence  or  testimony  shall 
not  bo  used  against  such  person  on  the  trial  of  any  criminal 
proceeding. 

Sec.  10.  That  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  jut,  or,  wlienevor  such  common  carrier  is  a  corpora- 
tion, any  director  or  officer  thereof,  or  any  receiver,  trustee, 
lessee,    agent,   or  any  person   acting   for  or   employed  by 


THE  INTEBSTATE  COIOCEBCE  ACT.  667 

such  corporafdon,  who,  alone  or  with  any  other  eoiporationi 
company,  person,  or  party,  shall  wilfully  do  or  cause  to  be 
done,  or  shall  willingly  suffer  or  permit  to  be  done,  any  act, 
matter,  or  thing  in  this  act  prohibited  or  declared  to  be  un- 
lawful, or  who  shall  aid  or  abet  therein,  or  shall  wilfully  omit 
or  fail  to  do  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  in  this  act  required  to 
be  done,  or  shall  cause  or  willingly  suffer  or  permit  any  act, 
matter,  or  thing  so  directed  or  required  by  this  act  to  be 
done  not  to  be  so  done,  or  shall  aid  or  abet  any  such  omis- 
sion or  failure,  or  shall  be  guilty  of  any  infraction  of  this  act, 
or  shall  aid  or  abet  therein,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof  in  any  district 
court  of  the  United  States  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which 
such  offense  was  committed,  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  to  ex- 
ceed five  thousand  dollars  for  each  offense. 

Sec.  11.  That  a  Commission  is  hereby  created  and  estab- 
lished to  be  known  as  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
which  shall  be  composed  of  five  Commissioners,  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commissioners  first  appointed  un- 
der this  act  shall  continue  in  office  for  the  term  of  two,  three, 
four,  five,  and  six  years,  respectively,  from  the  first  day  of 
January,  Auno  Domini  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven, 
the  term  of  each  to  be  designated  by  the  President ;  but  their 
successors  shall  be  appointed  for  terms  of  six  years,  except 
that  any  person  chosen  to  fill  a  vacancy  shall  be  appointed 
only  for  the  unexpired  time  of  the  Commissioner  whom  he 
shall  succeed.  Any  Commissioner  may  be  removed  by  the 
President  for  inefficiency,  neglect  of  duty,  or  malfeasance  in 
office.  Not  more  than  three  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be 
appointed  from  the  same  political  party.  No  person  in  the 
t^iiiploy  of  or  holding  any  official  relation  to  any  common  car- 
rier subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  or  owning  stocks  or 
bonds  thereof,  or  who  is  in  any  manner  pecuniarily  interested 
therein,  shall  enter  upon  the  duties  of  or  hold  such  office. 
Said  Commissioners  shall  not  engage  in  any  other  business, 
vocation  or  employment.  No  vacancy  in  the  Commission 
shall  im])air  the  right  of  the  remaining  Commissioners  to  ex- 
ercise all  the  powers  of  the  Commission. 
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Sec.  12.  That  the  Commission  hereby  created  shall  have 
authority  to  inquire  into  the  management  of  the  business  of 
all  common  caniers  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and 
shall  keep  itself  informed  as  to  the  manner  and  method  in 
which  the  same  is  conducted,  and  shall  have  the  right  to  ob- 
tain from  such  common  carriers  full  and  complete  informa- 
tion necessary  to  enable  the  Commission  to  perform  the 
duties  and  carry  out  the  object  for  which  it  was  created ;  and 
for  the  puii)oses  of  this  act  the  Commission  shall  have  power 
to  require  tlie  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses  and  the 
production  of  all  books,  papers,  tariifs,  contracts,  agreements* 
and  documents  relating  to  any  matter  under  investigation, 
and  to  that  end,  mav  invoke  the  aid  of  any  court  of  the 
United  States  in  requiring  the  attendance  and  testimony  of 
witnesses  and  the  production  of  books,  papers,  and  docu- 
ments under  the  pro\'isions  of  this  section. 

Af  d  any  of  the  circuit  coui-ts  of  the  United  States  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  which  such  inquiry  is  carried  on  may,  in 
case  of  contumacy  or  refusal  to  obey  a  subpoena  issued  to 
any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  or 
other  person,  issue  an  order  requiring  such  common  carrier 
or  other  person  to  a]>pear  before  said  Commission  (and  pro- 
duce books  and  papers  if  so  ordered)  and  give  evidence 
touching  the  matter  in  question  ;  and  any  failure  to  obey 
such  order  of  the  court  may  be  punished  by  such  court  as  a 
contempt  thereof.  The  claim  that  any  such  testimony  or 
evidence  may  tend  to  criminate  the  person  giving  such  evi- 
dence sliall  not  excuse  such  witness  from  testifying ;  but  such 
evidence  or  testimony  shall  not  be  used  against  such  person 
on  the  trial  of  any  criminal  proceeding. 

Sec.  13.  That  any  person,  firm,  corporation,  or  association, 
or  any  mercantile,  agricidtural,  or  manufacturing  society,  or 
any  body  politic  or  municipal  cu'ganization  complaining  of 
anvthinj^  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  by  any  common  car- 
rier  sul)jt*ct  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  in  contravention  of 
tlie  provisions  thereof,  may  apply  to  said  Commission  by 
petition,  which  shall  briefly  state  the  facts;  whereupon  a 
statement  of  the  charges  thus  made  shall  be  forwarded  by 
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the  Commission  to  such  common  carrier,  who  shall  be  called 
upon  to  satisfy  the  complaint  or  to  answer  the  same  in  writ* 
iug  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  specified  by  the  Commis- 
sion. If  such  common  carrier,  within  the  time  specified, 
Hhall  make  reparation  for  the  injury  alleged  to  have  been 
(lone,  said  carrier  shall  be  relieved  of  liability  to  the  com- 
plainant only  for  the  particidar  violation  of  law  thus  com- 
plained of.  If  such  carrier  shall  not  satisfy  the  complaint 
within  the  time  specified,  or  there  shall  appear  to  be  any 
reasonable  ground  for  investigating  said  complaint,  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  investigate  the  matters 
complained  of  in  such  manner  and  by  such  means  as  it  shall 
deem  proper. 

Said  Commission  shall  in  like  manner  investigate  any  com- 
phiint  forwarded  by  the  railroad  commissioner  or  railroad 
commission  of  any  State  or  Territory,  at  the  request  of  such 
commissioner  or  commission,  and  may  institute  any  inquiry 
on  its  own  motion  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  effect 
as  though  complaint  had  been  made. 

No  complaint  shall  at  any  time  be  dismissed  because  of 
the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  complainant. 

Sec.  14.  Tliat  whenever  an  investigation  shall  be. made  by 
said  Commission,  it  shall  be  its  duty  to  make  a  report  in 
writing  in  respect  thereto,  which  shall  include  the  findings  of 
f.Lct  upon  which  the  conclusions  of  the  Commission  are 
based,  together  with  its  recommendation  as  to  what  repara- 
tion, if  any,  should  be  made  by  the  common  carrier  to  any 
party  or  parties  who  may  be  found  to  have  been  injured  I 
and  such  findings  so  made  shall  thereafter,  in  all  judicial 
proceedings,  be  deemed  prima  Jade  evidence  as  to  each  and 
every  fact  found. 

All  reports  of  investigations  made  by  the  Commission  shall 
be  entered  of  record,  and  a  copy  thereof  shall  be  furnished 
to  the  party  who  may  have  complained,  and  to  any  common 
carrier  that  may  have  been  complained  61 

Sec.  15.  Tliat  if  in  any  case  in  which  an  investigation  shall 
be  made  by  said  Commission  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to 
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the  satisfaction  of  the  Commission,  either  by  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  or  other  evidence,  that  anything  has  been  clone 
or  omitted  to  be  done  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  or  of  any  law  cognizable  by  said  Commission,  by  any 
common  carrier,  or  that  any  injury  or  damage  has  been  sus- 
tained by  the  party  or  parties  complaining,  or  by  other  par- 
ties aggrieved  in  consequence  of  any  such  violation,  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  forthwith  cause  a  copy  of 
its  report  in  respect  thereto  to  be  delivered  to  such  common 
carrier,  together  with  a  notice  to  said  common  carrier  to 
cease  and  desist  from  such  violation,  or  to  make  reparation 
for  the  injury  so  found  to  have  been  done,  or  both,  within  a 
reasonable  time  to  be  specified  by  the  Commission ;  and  if, 
within  the  time  specified,  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the 
Commission  that  such  common  carrier  has  ceased  from  such 
violation  of  law,  and  has  made  reparation  for  the  injury 
found  to  have  been  done,  in  compliance  with  the  report  and 
notice  of  tlie  Commission,  or  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  party 
complaining,  a  statement  to  that  eflfect  shall  be  entered  of 
record  by  the  Commission,  and  the  said  common  carrier 
shall  thcreujion  be  relieved  from  further  liability  or  penalty 
for  such  particular  violation  of  law. 

Sec.  16.  That  whenever  any  common  carrier,  as  defined  in 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  violate  or  re- 
fuse or  neglect  to  obey  any  lawful  order  or  requirement  of 
the  Commission  in  this  act  named,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Commission,  and  lawful  for  any  company  or  person  interested 
in  such  order  or  requirement,  to  apply,  in  a  summary  way, 
by  petition,  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  sitting 
in  equity  in  the  judicial  district  in  which  the  common  carrier 
complained  of  has  its  principal  office,  or  in  which  the  viola- 
tion or  disobedience  of  such  order  or  requirement  shall  hap- 
pen, alleging  such  violation  or  disobedience  as  the  case  may 
be ;  and  the  said  court  shall  have  power  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  matter,  on  such  short  notice  to  the  common  carrier 
complained  of  as  the  court  shall  deem  reasonable ;  and  such 
notice  may  be  served  on  such  common  carrier,  his  or  its 
officers,  agents,  or  servants,  in  such  manner  as  the  couit  shall 
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direct ;  and  said  court  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  determine 
the  matter  speedily  as  a  court  of  equity,  and  without  the 
formal  pleadings  and  proceedings  applicable  to  ordinary 
suits  in  equity,  but  in  such  manner  as  to  do  justice  in  the 
premises  ;  and  to  this  end  such  court  shall  have  power,  if  it 
think  fit,  to  direct  and  prosecute,  in  such  mode  and  by  such 
persons  as  it  may  appoint,  all  such  inquiries  as  the  court 
may  think  needful  to  enable  it  to  form  a  just  judgment  in  the 
matter  of  such  petition ;  and  on  such  hearing  the  report  of 
said  Commission  shall  he  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  matters 
therein  stated  ;  and  if  it  be  made  to  appear  to  such  court,  on 
such  hearing  or  on  report  of  any  such  person  or  persons, 
that  the  lawful  order  or  requirement  of  said  Commission 
drawn  in  question  has  been  violated  or  disobeyed,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  such  court  to  issue  a  writ  of  injunction  or  other 
])r<)per  process,  mandatory  or  otherwise,  to  restrain  such 
common  carrier  from  further  continuing  such  violation  or 
disobedience  of  such  order  or  requirement  of  said  Commis- 
sion, and  enjoining  obedience  to  the  same ;  and  in  case  of 
any  disobedience  of  any  such  writ  of  injunction  or  other 
proper  process,  mandatory  or  otherwise,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  such  court  to  issue  writs  of  attachment,  or  any  other  pro- 
cess of  said  court  incident  or  applicable  to  write  of  injunc- 
tion or  other  proper  process,  mandatory  or  otherwise,  against 
such  common  carrier,  and  if  a  corporation,  against  one  or 
more  of  the  directors,  officers,  or  agente  of  the  same,  or 
against  any  owner,  lessee,  trustee,  receiver,  or  other  person 
failing  to  obey  such  writ  of  injunction  or  other  proper  pro- 
cess, mandatory  or  otherwise ;  and  said  court  may,  if  it  shall 
think  fit,  make  an  order  directing  such  common  carrier  or 
other  person  so  disobeying  such  writ  of  injunction  or  other 
proper  process,  mandatory  or  otherwise,  to  pay  such  sum  of 
money  not  exceeding,  for  each  carrier  or  person  in  default 
the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  for  every  day  after  a  day  to 
be  named  in  the  order  that  such  carrier  or  other  person  shall 
fail  to  obey  such  injunction  or  other  proper  process,  manda- 
tory or  otherwise  ;  and  such  moneys  shall  be  payable  as  the 
court  shall  direct,  either  to  the  party  complaining,  or  into 
court  to  abide  the  idtimate  decision  of  the  courts  or  into  the 
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Treasury ;  and  payment  thereof  may,  without  prejudice  to 
any  otlier  mode  of  recovering  the  same,  be  enforced  by  at- 
tachment or  order  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  execution,  in  like 
manner  as  if  the  same  liad  been  recovered  by  a  final  decree 
ih  personain  in  such  court.  When  the  subject  in  dispute 
sliall  be  of  the  value  of  two  thousand  dollars  or  more,  either 
party  to  such  proceeding  before  said  court  may  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  tlic  United  States,  under  the  same  regula- 
tions now  provided  by  law  in  respect  of  security  for  such  ap- 
peal ;  but  such  appeal  shall  not  operate  to  stay  or  supersede 
the  order  of  the  coui*t  or  the  execution  of  any  writ  or  process 
thereon ;  and  such  court  may,  in  every  such  matter,  order 
the  payment  of  such  costs  or  counsel  fees  as  shall  be  deemed 
reasonable.  Whenever  any  such  petition  shall  be  filed  or 
presented  by  the  Conimissicm,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  dis- 
trict attorney,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney-General  of 
the  United  States,  to  prosecute  the  same  ;  and  the  costs  and 
expenses  of  such  prosecution  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appro- 
priation for  the  expenses  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
For  the  ])urposes  of  this  act,  excepting  its  penal  provisions, 
the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
always  in  session. 

Sec.  17.  That  the  Commission  may  conduct  its  proceedings 
in  such  manner  as  will  best  conduce  to  the  proper  dispatch 
of  business  and  to  the  ends  of  justice.  A  majority  of  the 
Commission  sliall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of 
business,  but  no  Commissioner  shall  participate  in  any  hear- 
ing or  proceeding  in  which  he  has  any  pecuniary  interest. 
Said  Commission  may,  from  time  to  time,  make  or  amend 
such  general  rules  or  orders  as  may  be  requisite  for  the  or- 
der and  regulation  of  proceedings  before  it,  including  forms 
of  notices  and  the  service  thereof,  which  shall  conform,  as 
nearly  as  may  be,  to  those  in  use  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States.  Any  party  may  appear  before  said  Commission  and 
be  heard,  in  person  or  by  attorney.  Every  vote  and  official 
act  of  the  Commission  sliall  be  entered  of  record,  and  its  pro- 
c^eedings  shall  be  public  upon  the  request  of  either  party  in- 
terested.    Said  Commission  sliall  have  an  official  seal,  which 
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Bball  be  judicially  noticed.     Either  of  the  members  of  the 
Commission  may  administer  oaths  and  affirmations. 

Sec.  18.  That  each  Commissioner  shall  receive  an  annual 
salary  of  seven  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  payable  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  salaries  of  judges  of  the  courts  of  the 
United  States.  The  Commission  shall  appoint  a  secretary, 
who  shall  receive  an  annual  salary  of  three  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars,  payable  in  like  manner.  The  Commission 
shall  have  authority  to  employ  and  fix  the  compensation  of 
such  other  employees  as  it  may  find  necesiary  to  the  proper 
performance  of  its  duties,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior. 

The  Commission  shall  be  furnished  by  tlie  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  with  suitable  offices  and  all  necessary  office  supplies. 
Witnesses  summoned  before  the  Commission  shall  be  paid 
the  same  fees  and  mileage  that  are  paid  witnesses  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States. 

All  of  the  expenses  of  the  Commission,  including  all  ne- 
cessary expenses  for  transportation  incurred  by  the  Commin- 
sioners,  or  by  their  employees  under  their  orders,  in  making 
any  investigation  in  any  other  places  than  in  the  city  of 
Washington,  shall  be  allowed  and  paid,  on  the  presentation 
of  itemized  vouchers  therefor  approved  by  the  chairman  of 
the  Commission  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Se(\  19.  Tliat  the  principal  office  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  in  the  city  of  Washington,  where  its  general  sessions  shall 
be  held  ;  but  whenever  the  convenience  of  the  public  or  of 
the  parties  may  be  promoted  or  delay  or  expense  prevented 
thereby,  the  Commission  may  hold  special  sessions  in  any 
part  of  the  United  States.  It  may,  by  one  or  more  of  the 
Commissioners,  prosecute  any  inquiry  necessary  to  its  duties, 
in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  into  any  matter  or  question 
of  fact  pertaining  to  the  business  of  any  common  carrier  sub- 
ject to  tlie  provisions  of  this  act. 

Sec.  20.  That  the  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  to  re- 
quire annual  reports  from  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the 
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provisions  of  this  act,  to  fix  tlie  time  and  prescribe  the  man- 
ner in  which  such  reports  shall  be  made,  and  to'  require  from 
such  carriers  specific  answers  to  all  questions  upon  which 
the  Commission  may  need  information.  Such  annual  re- 
ports shall  show  in  detail  the  amount  of  capital  stock  issued, 
the  amounts  paid  therefor,  and  the  manner  of  payment  for 
the  same ;  the  dividends  paid,  the  surplus  fund,  if  any,  and 
the  number  of  stockholders  ;  the  funded  and  floating  debts 
iind  the  interest  paid  thereon  ;  the  cost  and  value  of  the  car- 
I'ier  s  property,  franchises,  and  equipment ;  the  number  of 
employees  and  the  salaries  paid  each  class ;  the  amounts  ex- 
pended for  improvements  each  year,  how  expended,  and  the 
character  of  such  improvements ;  the  earnings  and  receipts 
from  each  branch  of  business  and  from  all  sources ;  the  op- 
erating and  other  expenses  ;  the  balances  of  profit  and  loss ; 
and  a  comj^lete  exhibit  of  the  financial  operations  of  the  car- 
rier each  year,  including  an  annual  balance-sheet.  Such  re- 
ports shall  also  contain  such  information  in  relation  to  rates 
or  regulations  concerning  fares  or  freights,  or  agreements, 
arrangements,  or  contracts  with  other  common  carriers,  as 
the  Commission  may  require  ;  and  the  said  Commission  may, 
within  its  discretion,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  the  better 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  act,  prescribe  (if  in  the 
(^pinion  of  the  Commission  it  is  practicable  to  prescribe  such 
uniformity  and  methods  of  keeping  accounts)  a  period  of 
time  within  which  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act  shall  have,  as  near  as  may  be,  a  uniform 
system  of  accounts,  and  the  manner  in  which  such  accounts 
shall  be  kept. 

Sec.  21.  That  the  Commission  shall,  on  or  before  the  first 
day  of  December  in  each  year,  make  a  report  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  which  shall  be  by  him  transmitted  to 
Congress,  and  copies  of  which  shall  be  distributed  as  are  the 
other  reports  issued  from  the  Interior  Department.  This 
report  shall  contain  such  information  and  data  collected  by 
the  Commission  as  may  be  considered  of  value  in  the  deter- 
mination of  questions  connected  with  the  regulation  of  com- 
merce, together  with  such  recommendations  as  to  additional 
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legislation  relating  thereto  as  the  Commission  may  deem 

necessary. 

Sec.  22.  That  nothing  in  this  act  shall  apply  to  the  car- 
riage, storage,  or  handling  of  property  free  or  at  reduced 
rates  for  the  United  States,  State,  or  municipal  goyemmentSy 
or  for  charitable  purposes,  or  to  or  from  fairs  and  exposi- 
tions for  exhibition  thereat,  or  the  issuance  of  mileage,  ex- 
cursion, or  commutation  passenger  tickets;  nothing  in  this 
act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  any  common  carrier  from 
givin<;  reduced  rates  to  ministers  of  religion  ;  nothing  in  this 
act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  railroads  from  giying  free 
carriage  to  their  own  officers  and  employees,  or  to  prevent 
the  principal  officers  of  any  railroad  company  or  companies 
from  exchanging  passes  or  tickets  with  other  railroad  com- 
panies for  their  officers  and  employees  ;  and  nothing  in  this 
act  contained  shall  in  any  way  abridge  or  alter  the  remedies 
now  existing  at  common  law  or  by  statute,  but  the  provisions 
of  this  act  are  in  addition  to  such  remedies.  Provided^  That 
no  pending  litigation  shall  in  any  way  be  affected  by  this 
act. 

Sec.  23.  That  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  is 
hereby  appropriated  for  the  use  and  purposes  of  this  act  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  thirtieth,  Anno  Domini  eighteen 
hundred  and  eighty-eight,  and  the  intervening  time  anterior 

tlioreto. 

Sec.  24.  That  the  provisions  of  sections  eleven  and  eight- 
een of  this  act,  relating  to  the  appointment  and  organization 
of  the  Commission  herein  provided  for,  shall  take  effect  imn 
mediately,  and  the  remaining  provisions  of  this  act  shall  take 
effect  sixty  days  after  its  passage. 

Approved,  February  4, 1887. 
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Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  271. 
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Heck  and  Petreo  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  R.  R.^a/.,495. 

7.  CoNfcTRucTioN  OF  FiRST  SECTION. — Reasonable  charges. 

Boards  of  Trade  Union,  <lfcc.  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R.  R. 

Co.,  21.5. 
Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  812. 
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Riddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Baltimore  and  Olilo  R.  R.  Co.,  608. 

Rurton  Stock  Car  Co.  «.  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Qulncy  R.  R.  Co.  et 

al.,  132. 
Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Lake  Shore  and  M.  S.  R.  R.,  436. 
CounclU  V.  Western  and  Atlantic  R.  R.  Co.,  3«$9. 
Heard  v,  Georgia  R.  R.  Co.,  428. 

9.  Construction  of  Thikd  Section. — Preference  or  advantage. 

Providence  Coal  Co.  v.  Providence  and  Worcester  R.  R.  Co.,  107. 

Keith  V.  Kentucky  Central  R.  R.  H  al. ,  189. 

Boards  of  Trade  Union,  &c.  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R.  R. 

Co.,  215. 
Raymond  i?.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  R.  R.  Co.,  230. 
Harwell  v.  Columbus  and  Western  R'y  Co.,  236. 
(^ouncill  V.  Western  and  Atlantic  R.  R.  Co.,  339. 
Reynolds  v.  Western  N.  Y.  and  Pa.  R.  R.  Co. ,  398. 
Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  tj.  Lake  Shore  and  M.  S.  R'y  Co.,  486. 
C'rews  V.  Richmond  and  Danville  R.  R.  Co.,  401. 
Heard  v.  Georgia  R.  R.  Co.,  428. 

Heck  &  Petree  v.  East  Tennessee,  Va.  k  Ga.  R.  R.  Co.,  495. 
Pyle  &  Sons  v.  East  Tennessee,  Va.  &  Ga.  R.  R.  Co.,  465. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  503. 
In  re  UnderblUlng,  633. 

10.  Construction  of  Third  Section. — Facilities  for  interchange  of  tralBo. 
Chicago  V.  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  86. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  and  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v,  N.  Y.  Central  and 
II.  R.R.  R.  Co.,  86. 

11.  Construction  of  Fourth  Section. — Long  and  short  haul  clause. 
In  re  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  31. 

Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  Co.  et  ol.,  158. 

Vermont  State  Grange  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.f  158. 

Thatcher  v.  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Co.  et  al.,  152. 

Allen  V.  Louisville,  New  Albany  and  Chicago  R.  R.  Co.,  199. 

Harwell  v,  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  236. 

lieport  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  278. 

In  re  Tariffs  of  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  626. 

12.  Construction  of  Sixth  Section. — Filing  and  publication  of  sohednlea. 
In  re  Publication  of  Joint  Tariffs,  6. 

In  re  Joint  Tariffs  and  Schedules,  225. 

In  re  Filing  of  Joint  Tariffs,  657. 

In  re  Publication  of  Export  Tarifb,  658. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  292. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  503. 

18.   (Construction  of  Eighth  Section. — Counsel  or  attorney's  fee. 
Councill  V,  Western  and  Atlantic  R.  R.  Co.,  339. 

14.  Construction  of  Thirteenth,  !Foubteknth  and  Fiftsbxth  Sionoxs. 

— Complaints  and  adjudications. 
Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  296. 

15.  Constrt'ction  of  Fourteenth  Section.— Damages. 
Councill  f.  Western  and  Atlantic  R.  R.  Co.,  339. 

Heck  &  Potree  v.  East  Tennessee,  Va.  &  Ga.  R.  R.  Co.,  496. 
lilddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  N.  Y.,  Lake  Erie  and  W.  R.  B.  Co.,  6M. 
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16.  Construction  of  Twentieth  Section.— Annual  Reports  from  Carriers. 

Uoporlof  interstate  Commerce  Commission,  801. 

17.  CoNSTKiTcTioN  OF  TwENTY-sKcoND  SECTION. — Mileage  Tickets,  Charities, 

( JovLrnTii'irt  Pvates,otc. 
liftrrison  c.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunit  R*y  Co.,  147. 
Michigan  ('entral  U.  U.  (-o.  v.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  R*y  Co..  147. 
Ahsociattid  Wholesale  Grocers  of  St.  Louis  v.  Missouri  Pacific  R'y  Co., 

150. 
Jn  re  U.  S.  Commission  of  Fish  and  Fisheries,  21. 
Jn  re  Indian  Supplies,  15. 
Ju  re  Disabled  Soldiers  and  Sailors,  28. 

18.  CoNSTKiicTioN,  Rule  of. — The  Act  is  highly  remedial  In  its  purpose  and 

HtH)p<s  and  should  bo  (construed  liberally — fairly,  of  course,  but  always 
with  tht;  ohjoct  in  view  of  reaching  as  closely  as  possible  the  end  pro- 
pt^snd  I)}'  the  legislative  intt^ntion,  and  making  tii6  beneficial  result 
dosirod  operative  to  its  greatest  available  extent. 

7n  re  Kxpress  Companies,  H()2. 

Tlic  A(;t  d(»uls  witli  the  substance  of  things,  and  contemplates  proceed- 
ings which  are  speedy  and  direct. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  490. 

19.  Not  Retroactive. 

Ottinger  r.  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  144. 

Farrar  i\  East  Tennessee,  Va.  and  Ga.  R.  R.  Co.,  489. 

AMENDMENTS. 

1.  When  Allowed.— Rule  X.,  5. 

Harwell  v.  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  287. 
Reynolds  v.  Western  New  York  and  i'ennsylvania  Railway  Company, 
347. 

2.  W^HEN  Refused. —An  amendment  which  proposes  to  substitute  for  the 

original  cause  of  complaint  something  quite  distinct  and  different  will 
not  be  allowed.  If  the  party  desires  to  make  a  new  case  he  should  do 
so  by  a  new  complaint. 

Riddle,  l^ean  &  Company  t.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 
372. 

3.  In    deciding  upon  applications  for  the  amendment  of   complaints  the 

Commission  acts  upon  the  [irinciple  recognized  in  courts  of  justice. — ib. 

BAGGAGE. 

Extra  Ai.iowance  of.  — Commission  has  no  power  to  compel  arrangements 
for  giving  to  commercial  traveh'rs  an  extra  amount  of  free  baggage  in 
oonsidoration  of  some  security  against  liability. 

Traders'  and  Travelers'   Union   v.  Phila.    and    Reading  R.  R.  Co., 
122. 

BOSTON   EXPORT  TRADE. 

1.  Iterates  to.-  It  sooins  not  to  be  ill**gal  for  railroad  companies  connect- 

iii*^'   Boston  with  Western  points  to  make  the  rates  from  such  points  to 
Bo.ston,  ui)on  grain  and  provisions  for  export  as  low  as  the  rates  to 
New  York,  although  upon  like  property  for  local  consumption  the  rates 
arc  higher  to  Boston  than  to  New  York. 
///  n  Kxport  Trade  of  Boston,  24. 

2.  Hkdictions  i\  Favou  of. — The  fact  that  the  export  rates  through  Bos- 

ton have  i)een  made  by  the  carriers  the  same  as  corresponding  rates 
through  New  York,  in  order  to  put  Boston  on  an  equality  with  other 
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cities  wherever  it  is  a  competitor  with  those  cities,  is  not  controlling  in 
determining  the  reasonableness  of  east-bound  local  rates  to  Boston  up- 
on traffic  in  which  there  is  no  competition  by  other  cities. 

Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  «.  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  South- 
em  Railway  Company,  436. 

BURDEN  OP  PROOF. 

1.  To  Sustain  Complaint  is  on  Complainant. 

Fulton  v.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Railroad 
Company,  104. 

Harding  v.  Same  Company,  104. 

Holbrook  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railroad  Com- 
pany,  102. 

2.  To  JiTSTiFT  Obbater  Charoe  on  Shorter  Haul  is  on  Railroad  Com- 

pany. 
In  re  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company,  31. 

See  Rule  VIII.,  4;  Evidence. 

CAR  MILEAGE. 

See  Stook  Cars,  Improved. 

Upon  Tank  Cars.— In  the  transportation  of  oil,  the  carriers  areat  liberty,  and 
are  expected  to  make  to  the  owners  of  tank  cars  a  reasonable  allowanoe 
for  their  U6(). 
Rice  V.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  503. 

CARRIERS. 

1.  What  are  Interstate.— The  fact  that  the  owner  of  merchandise,  which 
is  offered  to  a  carrier  for  transportation  from  one  point  to  another  in 
the  same  t^Uitci,  intends  to  have  it  further  transported  by  a  second  car- 
rier into  another  state,  does  not  make  such  first  transportation  inter- 
state  conimorce,  or  render  the  carrier  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Com- 
mission in  roHpoct  to  it,  even  though  such  first  carrier  may  be  informed 
of  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  merchandise. 

Mo.  and  111.  U.  R.  Tie  and  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cape  Girardeau  and 
Southwestern  R.  Co.  30. 

3.  I'rivileges  granted  by.— Carrier  must  decide  in  the  first  instance  what 

privilogos  ho  may  or  will  grant  under  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce, 
and  if  it  is  then  complained  that  in  doing  so  the  Act  is  violated,  the 
Commission  will  have  jurisdiction  on  complaint  being  filed  for  such 
violation. 

In  re  Order  of  Railway  Conductors,  8. 

In  re  Traders'  and  Travelers'  Union,  8. 

In  re  Iowa  Barbed  Steel  Wire  (-ompany,  17. 

In  re  St.  Louis  Millers'  Association,  20. 

In  re  Disabled  Soldiers  and  Sailors,  28. 

3.  Duty  to  P it blic— Obligation  of  common  carriers  to  transport  freight 
arises  upon  tender  of  same  for  tran8i)ortation  in  the  usual  way,  without 
any  spe<;ial  agreement.  Compensation  for  the  service  secured  by  a  lien 
u{)on  the  goods,  except  when  payment  in  advance  is  made. 

Riddle,  Dean  <fc  Company  v.  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western 
Railroad  Company,  594. 

Regular  patrons  not  entitled  to  preference  in  the  use  of  equipment  of 
common  carriers.     The  public  must  be  justly  and  equally  serv^. — lb. 
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The  duties  of  carriers  in  respect  to  short  branch  roads  used  as  instru- 
mentalities of  interatate  commerce  stated. 

Heck  &.  Petreo  «.  East  Tonn.,  Virginia  and  (Georgia  R*y,  495. 

A  common  carrier  should  be  sensitive  to  the  least  suspicion  of  unfair- 
ness.  The  purchase  of  his  services  at  a  stated  price,  equal  to  ail,  should 
be  a  matter  of  course  with  every  shipper. 

In  re  UnderbUling,  688. 

4.  Fbaming  of  Tariffs. — The  carriers  themselves  should  devise  the  methods 
by  which  their  tariffs  should  be  framed  in  conformity  to  the  law. 

In  the  matter  of  the  tariffs  of  the  Columbus  and  Western   Railway 
Company,  626. 

See  Exi'oRT  Tariffs;  Joint  Tariffs:  Live  Stock;  Preferenoe  and  Ad- 
vantage; liELATivE  Kates ;  Unjust  Discrimination;  Underbilunq. 

CARS. 

Distribution  of. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lalce  Erie  Railroad   Com- 
pany, 874,  490. 

Riddle,  Dean  A  Co,  v.  N.  Y.,  Lake  Erie  and  Western  R'y  Co.,  594. 
Riddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.,  608. 

See  Preference  and  Advantage;  Unjust  Discrimination;  Passenosbs; 

Stock  Cars,  Improved. 

CHARITY. 

WiiETHKR  Free  Transportation  of  Persons  who  abs  Objsots  op  Chabitt 

is  admissible.     Qiiere. 

In  re  Disabled  Soldiers  and  Sailors,  28. 


CIRCUITOUS  ROUTES. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  288. 
See  Long  and  Short  Haul  Clause. 


CIRCUMSTANCES  AND  CONDITIONS. 

1.  What  may  be  Dissimilar  in  Transportation. 

Jn  re  Louisville  and  Nash\ille  Railroad  Co.  31. 

2.  What  do  not  coxstitftk  Dissimilar. 

Vi^rmont  State  Grange  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  ft  a/.,  159. 
Harwell  v.  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  236. 


CLASSIFICATION. 

1.  Pkinciim.es  Controlling. 

Uoport  of  Int(3rstato  Commerce  (commission,  302,  312. 

2.  AxAi.ooors  Articles  kntiti-ed  to  Same. — Classification  of  railroad  ties 

should  corrospond  with  that  of  other  rough  lumber.  Comparisons 
sUitcd.  and  held  that  the  raising  of  same  from  sixth  to  fifth  class  in  the 
oflitrial  claKsiflcation  was  unjustifiable. 

R(^yiiolds  V.  Western  New  York  and   Pennsylvania  Railway  Com- 
pany, 393. 
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8.  DisTiNCTioxs  IN. — A  statement  of  the  grounds  of  differences  in  classific^a- 
tion  of  articles  of  freight  of  railroad  companies,  and  a  discusBioii  of 
those  which  are  involved  with  reference  to  puarliiie  and  common  soap 
by  which  the  conclusion  of  the  (commission  was  reached  that  the  classi- 
fication oi  {K^ai  lino  biiouid  be  reduced. 

Pyle  &  Sons  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  R.  R.  Co.,  465. 

4.  Fkauds  in. — Fraudulent  classification  as  a  method  of  obtaiuing  reduced 
rates,  considered. 

i/A  re  Underbilling,  683. 

COAL. 
DiSTKiBmoN  OF  Cars. 

8eo  Unji'st  Discrimination  ;  Pbefekencb  and  Advantagb. 

Riddle.  Doan  &,  Company  v.  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western 
liailroad  (-onipany,  594. 

Riddle,  Dean  Jk.  Company  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 
G06. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Company  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  lUdlroad 
Company,  874. 

COLORED  PEOPLE. 
See  Passengers. 

COMMERCIAL  TRAVELLERa 

1.  Baggage  Allowance  to. 

See  Baggage. 

2.  Mileage  Tickets  to. 

See  Mileage  Tickets. 

3.  Reduced  Rates  to. 

Report  of  Intei*state  Commerce  Commission,  307. 

COMMISSIONS  TO  AGENTS. 

1.  Reoflation  against  Paying. — The  defendants  adopted  a  regulation,  that 

they  would  not  sell  tickets  for  and  over  the  line  of  a  (connecting  road, 
unless  such  connecting  road  would  abstain  from  paying  commissions  to 
their  agents  on  the  sales  made,  and  would  make  promise  to  that  effect. 
Such  a  regulation  is  reasonable,  and  therefore  legal. 

(■hicago  and  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennyslvania  R.  R.  Co.,  83. 
Chicrago,  Rock  Island  and  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  t.  N.  Y.  CeiL  and  H.  R. 
R.  R.  (^o.,  88. 

2.  A  railroad  company  has  a  right  to  insist  that  its  agents  shall  be  its  em- 

ployeos  exclusively,  and  it  is  not  obliged  to  permit  any  other  company 
to  make  them  its  emploj'ees  also. — Jh, 

3.  The  rf^quirement  in  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  that  common  carriers 

shall  "afford  all  reasonable,  proper  and  equal  facilities  for  the  inU'r- 
change  of  traffic  between  their  respective  lines,  and  for  the  receiving, 
fonvarding  and  delivering  of  passengers  and  property  to  and  from  tiieir 
several  lines,  and  those  connecting  therewith,"  will  not  require  a  rail- 
road company  to  sell  through  tickets  over  the  line  of  a  road  whose  man- 
agers  ])ersist  in  offering  commissions  to  the  agents  who  sell  such  tick- 
ets. The  practice  of  paying  commissions  to  the  agents  of  other  roads 
on  tickets  sold  over  the  road  of  the  company  paying  the  same,  con- 
demned as  demoralizing,  and  as  an  improper  drain  on  .corporate  re- 
soiurces. — lb. 
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4.  If  a  passage  ticket  over  several  roads  is  a  reasonable  facility  of  travel, 

ih<<  privilege  of  paying  a  comiuission  to  the  agent  who  sells  it,  and  who 
would  he  required  by  duty  to  his  employer  to  sell  it  when  called  for» 
without  any  commission  therefor,  cannot  be  regarded  as  au  incident  to 
the  facilit}^  and  therefore  cannot  be  insisted  on.— /^. 

COMI^ETITION. 
1.  May  make  out  dissimilar  C'iucumstances  and  Conditions  in  Railway 

TUAFFIl). 

In,  re  I.oulsville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  81. 

2.    WlIKX    NOT   HIFFICIENT   T(»    (M)NSTITI:TE   ExCEI»TION. 

V«irn»ont  St^ite  (Grange  «.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  et  al.j  159. 
Ilarwoll  r.  Columbus  and  Western  R'y  Co.,  236. 

3.  WiiKN  NOT  AN  Excuse  fok  unjust  relative  Rates. 

Uayrnond  v.  Chi(^ago.  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R'y,  231. 
15oar(ls  of  Trades  Union,  etc.  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R. 
R.  Co.,  215. 

i.  Effect  of  Excessive. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  261. 

5.  Effect  of  Act  upon. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  319. 

« 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  Must  be  supported  by  Proof. 

Ilolbrook  V.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  Railroad  Compa- 
ny, 102. 

p'ulton  V.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha liailroad  Compa- 
ny, 104. 

Harding  v.  same  company,  104. 

2.  Form  of. 

See  Petition;  Parties;  Amendment. 

J3.  Investigation  when  no  Personal  Grievance  Proved. 
Smith  V.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  209. 

4.  WiiKN  not  Ai).»unicATED.— When  after  trial  but  before  decision  the  de- 

fonciant  coiic^odos  the  relief  sought  and  reduces  its  tariff  to  the  rates 
claimed  l»y  the  petitioner,  no  order  is  required  to  be  made  by  the  Com- 
mission. 

Maimfactunifs'  and  Jobbers'  Union  of  Mankato  v.  Minneapolis  and  St. 
Louis  U.  K.  Co.  et  (U.,  227. 

C).  WiiKN  NOT  Enikutained  BY  COMMISSION. — No  Foasonable gfound  appear- 
ing. 

LaCrosso  Mainifaetnrers'  and  Jobbers*  Union  c.  Chicago,  Milwaukee 
and  St.  i*anl  Hallway  Company,  629. 

Ottingcrt'.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  144. 

CONCESSION  OF  RELIEF. 

Tkhminatks  tiik  Controversy. 

MainiTa "tiircrH'  and  Jobbers'  Union  of  Mankato  9.  Minneapolis  and 
St.  Louis  K.  H.  Co.  et  al.,  227. 
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CONSTRUCTION. 
See  JuBiSDioTioN ;  Loko  and  Short  Haul  Clause  ;  Aor  to  Rbqulatx  Com- 

MSBCB;   PrAOTIOB. 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  Enforcement  of. — Not  in  the  hands  of  the  Commission,  but  left  to  the 

ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  law. 

Traders'  and  Travellers'   Union  «.  Philadelphia  and  Reading  R.  R. 
Co.  123. 

2.  CouKEspoNDiNO  OBLIGATIONS. — Contracts  between  railroad  companies  for 

the  advantageous  transaction  of  business  at  a  given  point  involve  cor- 
responding obligations  to  the  public. 

Riddle,  Dean   A  Company  v.  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Weetem 
Railroad  Company,  594. 

COST  OF  CARRIAGE. 

1.  Is  AN  Important  Fact  in  Transportation  Chaboss. 

In, re  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  81. 
Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Lake  Shore  and  Miohigan  Bo.  R*;, 
436. 
Evans  v,  Oregon  Railway  and  Navigation  Co.,  825.  • 

2.  Of  Lono  Haul  Traffio  not  to  bb  imposed  on  Local  Traffic. — Ih. 
8,  Difficulty  of  Determining. — Ib^ 

4,  Elements  Entering  into. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  817, 

COTTON  RATES, 
See  TiiRouGn  Ratbs. 

COUNSEL  AND  ATTORNEY'S  FEEa 

Not  Awarded  by  Commission.— The  Commission  is  not  authorlBed  to  award 
the  counsel  and  attorney's  fees,  which  may  be  giveA  by  a  oourt  under 
the  eighth  section  of  the  act. 

Councill  V,  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  889. 

DAMAGES. 

Commission  will  not  Award. — The  Commission  will  not  go  into  the  qnes- 
tion  of  money  damages  when  the  claim  presented  iB  in  its  natare  an  ao- 
tion  for  trespass,  for  the  reason  that  defendant  iB  oonstitaUonally  entl- 
tlod  to  a  trial  by  jury  in  such  a  case. 

C'ounoill  V.  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  880. 
Hook  &  Potroo  V.  East  Tennessee,  Va.  and  Qa.  K.  et  al.^  405. 
Kiddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  N.  Y.,  Lake  Erie,  and  Western  R'y  Ca,  604. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

IIow  Taken. 

In  re  Procedure  in  cases  at  issue,  228. 
Rule  9  (Amendment  to;,  4. 
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DISCOUNT. 

Offer  of  to  Shippers  MrsT  be  Impartial. 

Providence  Coal  Company  v.  Providence  and  Worcester  Railroad 
Company,  107. 

DISCRETION. 

To  Entertain  Complaints. 

See  Abstract  Questions;   Burden   of  Proof;   Complaint;   Intsestatb 
Commerce  Commission  ;  Rules  of  Commission. 

DISCRIMINATION. 
See  Unjust  Discrimination. 

1.  Licensing.— The  Commission  cannot  give  authority  to  a  carrier  to  permit 

special  privileges  to  individuals  or  corporations,  or  to  sanction  any  Uiat 
are  not  in  harmony  with  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

In  re  Iowa  Barbed  Steel  Wire  Co.,  17. 
Jn  re  Missouri  Miller's  Association,  20. 
Traders'  and  Travellers'  Union  t?.  Phil,  and  Reading  R.  R.  Co.,  122. 

2.  Toe  Act  cannot  be  Suspended  for  the  Benefh*  of  Particular  In- 

dustries.— It  is  immaterial  that  a  privilege  asked  for  was  formerly 
granted  and  was  beneficial,  if  it  is  not  permissible  imder  the  law  as  it 
now  stands. — lb. 

3.  What  may  not  be  Unjust  Discrimination. 

Export  Trade  of  Boston,  24. 

4.  Discrimination  in  Sale  of  Through  Tickets. 

See  Commissions. 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  CARS. 
See  Unjust  Discrimination  ;  Preference  and  Advantaob. 

Riddle,  Dean  k  Company  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Company,  874,  490. 

Kiddle,  Dean  A;  Company  c.  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western 
liailroad  Company,  594. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Company  o.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 
60S. 

EMPLOYER. 

Right  to  the  Services  of  Agent  Exclusively. 
See  Commissions. 

ENCOURAGEMENT  OF  INDUSTRIES. 

Not  a  Reason  for  Unjust  Discrimination. 

In  re  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  81. 
See  also  Manufacturing  Companies. 

EQUALITY. 
See  Unjust  Discrimination;  Pbxfkbsnoi  and  Adtaxtaob. 
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EVIDENCE. 

1.  Proof  Required. — When  no  evidence  whatever  Is  presented  to  sustain 

tlie  allegations  of  a  complaint  which  are  denied  by  the  answer, the  case 
must  be  dismiasod  without  prejudice. 

Leonard  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co. ,  185. 

2.  To  Rebut  Inference  of  Unjuht  Dwckimination. — Course  of  dealing  be- 

tween parties  may  be  shown,  and  circumstances  showing  good  faith  and 
absence  of  unfriendly  ppirit. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Company  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Compa- 
ny, 008. 

3.  Presumption. — If  a  railroad  company  avows  a  purpose  to  comply  with 

the  law,  it  must  be  assumed  that  it  will  do  so,  and  is  doing  so,  until 
there  is  evidence  that  the  purpose  is  not  lived  up  to. 

Uolbrook  v.  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Manitoba  R.  R.  Co.,  102. 

See  Burden  of  Proof;  Depositions. 

EX  PARTE  APPLICATIONS. 
See  Abstract  Questions. 

EXPORT  TARIFFS. 
Opj)Eb  in  Respect  to  Publication  of.— 658. 

EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

1.  Status  of  Under  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  273. 

2.  How  Related  to  the  Act. — The  mere  fact  that  a  common  carrier  dooB 

other  business  besides  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  property,  or 
performs  a  further  service  than  that  of  transportation  in  respect  to  the 
articles  carried,  Held^  not  sufficient  to  exclude  the  carrier  from  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Act  so  far  as  applicable  to  its  business. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Express  Companic»s,  349. 

3.  The  relation  of  express  companies  to  interstate  commerce  considered,  to- 

gether with  the  extent  and  measure  of  their  participation  therein.  The 
bringing  them  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act  found  practicable,  and 
on  some  accounts  desirable.     lb, 

4.  Express  business  conducted  as  a  branch  of  the  business  of  a  railroad  com. 

pany.  Held  to  be  subject  to  thcj  Act.     Ih. 

5.  Express  business  conducted  by  an   independent  organization  acquiring 

transportation  rights  by  contra<;t.  NfUf,  not  to  be  described  in  the  Act 
with  sufficient  j)recision  to  warrant  the  Commission  in  taking  Jurisdic- 
tion thereof.     lo, 

FACILITIES  OF  TRAFFIC. 
Equality  in. 

Chicago  and  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  86. 
llejk  &  Petree  v.  East  Tennessee,  Va.  and  Ga.  R.  R.  Co.,  495. 

FACTS. 

1.  Finding  of.— Not  put  upon  record  when  case  not  presented  with  satifu 
factory  precision,  the  force  of  the  contest  having  been  expended  upon 
other  points. 

Burton  Stock  Car  Co.  v,  C,  B.  and  Q.  R.  R.  et  at,  183. 
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2.  The  Report  akd  Findings  of  the  Commission  upon  the  evidence  relates 
only  to  the  ascertainment  and  presentation  of  ul  the  material  facts  ne- 
cessary to  fairly  and  justly  present  the  merits  of  the  controversy.  The 
(Commission  does  not  report  evidence  which  Is  only  cumulative,  or 
which  Ls  immaterial  or  irrelevant,  or  mere  details  of  evidence  already 
embraced  in  substantial  facts  stated. 

l^iddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  490. 

FAST  FREIGHT  LINES. 

Character  of. — Railroad  compafties  over  whose  roads  a  fast  freight  line 
o))erate6,  and  which  divide  its  expenses  and  receipts,  are  responsible  for 
its  action  in  making  and  filing  rates,  and  must  at  their  peril  see  that  its 
charges  upon  traffic  over  their  roads  are  in  conformity  to  law. 

Vermont  State  Grange  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  «^  o^,  159; 

FISH  COMMISSION. 

TKAN8P0RTAT10N  FOR.— The  United  States  Commission  of  Fish  and  Fisheries 
being  one  of  the  agencies  of  the  Government,  and  the  distribution  of 
fish  and  fish  eggs  by  it  being  made  by  authority  of  the  Government,  the 
rate  for  such  transportation  is  not  necessarily  governed  by  the  published 
railroad  tariffs,  but  special  rates  may  be  given  under  the  exceptions  in 
Sec.  22  of  the  Act  Whether  the  right  exists  to  give  free  transportation 
to  employees  and  agents  of  said  Commission,  guere. 

In  re  U.  S.  Commission  of  Fish  and  Fisheries,  21. 

FOLHTH  SECTION  OF  THE  ACT. 
See  Long  and  Short  Haul  Clause. 


FRAUDS. 

Upon  Carrtkra. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  813. 
In  re  Underbilling,  683. 

FREE  TRANSPORTATION. 

Questions  of. 

See  Pages  8,  21  and  28. 

GRANGE. 

May  Insttttte  Proceedings  Bsforb  Commissxok. 

Vermont  SUte  Grange  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.'BLetaL,  1S9« 

GROUPING  OF  RATES. 

SrnjEOT  Considered. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  816. 
La  Crosse  M.  &  J.  Union  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St  Piutl  Hail- 
way  Co.,  629. 
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HEARINGS. 

How  ASSIONBD  AND  CoNDUOTKD.— Rule  VIII.,  4. 

In  re  Procedure  in  cases  at  issue,  ^28. 

INDIAN  SUPPLIES. 

Tkassportatiox  of. — Transportation  of  supplies  needed  for  the  Indian  service 
is  not  required  to  be  made  at  the  regular  published  rates  of  the  carrier. 
Jn  re  Indian  Supplies,  8. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE. 

1.  What  is  Not. — Where  the  transportation  is  from  one  point  to  another  in 

the  same  state  it  is  not  interstate  traffic,  even  though  it  be  intended  to 
be  taken  up  by  another  carrier  and  delivered  in  another  state. 

In  re  Mo.  and  111.  R.  R.   Tie  and  Lumber  Company  v.  The  Cape 
Girardeau  and  Southwestern  liailway  Co.,  80. 

2.  What  Constitutes.— A  railroad  company,  chartered  by  the  State  of  Ten- 

nessee, owns  a  short  road  wholly  in  that  State,  but  has  never  owned  any 
rolling  stock  or  operated  its  road ;  the  road  was  used  and  operated  as  a 
means  of  conducting  interstate  traffic  in  coal  by  other  companies  owning 
connecting  interstate  roads.  Held^  that  the  short  road  thus  used  is  one 
of  the  facilities  and  instru mental itios  of  interstate  commerce,  and  the 
carriers  using  it  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regalate 
Commerce. 

Hock  &  Petreo  tj.  East  Tenn.,  Virginia  and  Georgia  R.  R.,  495. 

In  respect  to  such  traffic  the  duties  of  such  carriers  to  the  public  are  the 
same  without  regard  to  the  ownership,  or  corporate  control — the  author- 
ity or  iiioaiis  of  its  construction.     lb. 


As  one  of  the  instrumentalities  of  shipment  or  carriage  It  must  be 
sible  to  all  interstate  shippers  on  equal  and  reasonable  terms.  The 
public  cannot  be  deprived  of  this  right  by  the  separate  or  joint  action  of 
the  carriers,  and  they  cannot  be  permitted  to  use  them  for  the  purposes 
of  discrimination  between  mine  owners  on  its  line.     lb. 

See  Filing  of  Joint  Tariffs,  657. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 

1.  Abstract  Questions  Will  Not  be  Answered.— The  Commission  will  not 

in  general  give  decisions  or  undertake  to  construe  the  statute  on  ex  parte 
applications,  8,  17. 

2.  Power  Under  Fourth  Section  of  Act  Limited. — The  Commission  has 

no  power  under  the  statute  to  grant  special  privileges  or  to  suspend  the 
fourth  section  of  the  Act  for  the  benefit  of  particular  industries. 

In  re  Iowa  Barbed  Steel  Wire  (;!ompany,  17. 
In  re  St.  Ix)uis  Millers'  Association,  20. 

8.  Rbuef  Under  Fourth  Section.— The  Commission  will  not  make  an  or- 
der for  relief  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act,  except  upon  verified 
petition  and  after  an  investigation  into  the  facts. 

In  re  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  6. 
In  re  Iowa  Barbed  Steel  Wire  Company,  17. 

4.  Tariffs  Under  Fourth  Section. — The  Commission  does  not  consider  it 
necessary  or  expedient  to  make  formal  suggestions  \xi  respect  to  the 
framing  of  tariffs. 
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In  the  Matter  of  the  Tariffs  of  the  Columbus  and  Western  Hallway 
Company,  026. 

f/.  PowEit  OF  UxDEK  Fourth  Section. — While  authorized  to  permit  excep- 
tions under  certain  circumstancf^s  indicated,  the  Commission  is  not  em- 
powered in  any  case  to  require  exceptions. 

Thatcher  v.  Del.  and  Hudson  Canal  Co.  et  (U.^  19S, 

6.  Petition  Not  Necessarily  Entertained. — A  petition  will  not  be  enter- 

tained when  the  result  will  obviously  be  its  dismissal,  in  conformity 
with  principles  announced  in  a  case  already  decided. 

La  Crosse  Manufacturers*  and  Jobbers*  Union  v,  Chicago,  Milwau- 
keo  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  629. 

Potltion  not  entertained  when  presented  by  a  party  having  no  apparent 
interest  in  the  transaction,  the  affidavit  of  the  real  party  being  annexed. 

Ottingor  v.  The  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  144. 

7.  Investigation  by. — Where  one  makes  complaint  under  the  Act  to  regu- 

late coinnierco  and  sets  up  a  personal  grievance  which  he  fails  to  prove- 
the  commission  may,  nevertheless,  if  a  violation  of  law  by  the  defend, 
ant  appears,  retain  the  case  and  take  the  necessary  steps  to  bring  such 
violation  of  law  to  an  end. 

Smith  V.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  209. 

Boston  and    Albany R.  R.  Co.  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  H.  Co.  et  al., 

158 
In  re  Undorbilling,  633. 

8.  When  it  will  not  Award  Damages,  or  Counsel  or  Attorneys*  Fibs. 

C'ouncill  V.  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  839. 

9.  JiRisDicTioN  Strictly  Statutory. 

In  the  matter  of  the  Express  Companies,  869. 

10.  Order  not  Retroactive. 

Farrar  &  Co.  v.  East  Tenn.,  Virginia  and  €^rgia  R.  R.,  489. 

See  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce;  Practice;  Report  of  Intbbstatb  Com« 

MBRCE  Commission. 

ISSUES. 

Cannot  be  Disposed  of  withottt  Etidenob. 

Leonard  r.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co,  185. 

JOINT  RATES. 
See  Reasonable  Rates. 

JOINT  TARIFFS. 

1.  Publication  of. 

Order  for,  in  certain  cases,  5. 

2.  Need  not  be  Duplioatbd.— On  receipt  of  a  written  statemMit  f rom  e«eh 

corporation  acknowledging  the  authority  of  any  assoolation,  committee 
or  other  traffic  combination,  to  issue  tarlfb  in  ita  behalf,  eohedules  filed 
by  such  association,  etc.,  will  be  credited  to  each  road  in  like  Otfaftiaa' 
tion  which  so  requests. 

In  re  Joint  Tariffs  and  Schedules,  225. 

8»  FiLiNo  OF,  wiTtt  Commission. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commlaslotii  999. 
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4.  Export. 

Order  for  publication  of,  658. 

ft.   ClBOULAB  00N0EBSnN«  FiLINO. 

By  roads  located  wholly  in  one  state,  657. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  What  gives  Jubisdiotion  to  Constbuk  ths  Law. 

In  re  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  6, 
In  re  Order  of  Railway  Conductors,  8. 
In  re  Traders*  and  Travelers*  Union,  8. 
In  re  Iowa  Barbed  Steel  Wire  Company,  17. 
In  re  St.  Louis  Millers*  Association,  20. 
In  re  Disabled  Soldiers  and  Sailors,  28. 

In  re  Mo.  &  111.  R.  R.  Tie  and  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cape  Girardean  aad 
Southwestern  Railway  Co.,  dO. 
Traders*  and  Travellers*  Union  t>.  Phila.  and  Reading  R.  R.  Co.,  122. 
Burton  Stock  Car  Co.  f>.  C,  B.  and  Q.  R.  R.  Co.  et  aL,  138. 
Ottinger  «.  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  144. 

2.  Rkstbiotions  upon. — In  cases  where  parties  are  constitutionally  entitled 

to  a  trial  by  Jury,  the  Commission  will  not  go  into  the  question  of  money 
damages. 

Councill  V,  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Compcuay,  889. 

See  Damages. 

JURY  TRIAL. 
See  Damages. 

LAND  EXPLORERS'  TICKETS. 

Unjust  Disobimination.— The  sale  of  land  explorers*  tickets  and  settlen* 
tickets  at  less  than  the  regular  rates  charged  to  passengers  at  the  uraal 
ticket  offices,  as  practiced  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
is  unjust  discrimination. 

Smith  V.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  208. 

LITIQATION. 

How  Related  to  PBOOBBono  bbfobb  Commissxoh. 

Sbb  Pending  Suit. 

LIVE  STOCK. 

L  Duty  of  Carriebs.— The  duty  of  carriers  in  respect  to  the  tnDMortetfcm  i 
of  live  stock  is  not  fully  discharged  by  recelying  and  deliTerlng  the  mtom  ^ 
at  a  depot  access  to  which  must  be  purchased. 

Keith  f>.  Kentucky  Central  R.  'R.etal.,  189. 

2.  Use  of  Yards.— When  a  carrier  of  live  stock  has  midertaken  to  gf^  to  a 
stock  yard  company  an  ezclosive  right,  with  the  privilege  of  ohuging 
lottage  for  the  use  of  its  yards,  and  complainants  have  estAblished  ohiMa 
of  their  own,  adja^ont  to  the  track,  through  which  they  demand  *^ 
right  to  receivd' and  deliver  Btook  for  themselTeB  and  tbor. 
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ffMf  that  the  conveniences  so  furnished  being  suitable,  their  demands 
must  be  complied  with. 

8.  Patent  Stock  Cars.— Transportation  of  live  stock  In,  considered. 

Burton  Stock  Car  Co.  «.  Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quinc^  R.  R.  Co.  dl 
o^.,  182. 

LOCAL  TRAFFIC. 

1.  Mat  bb  Chabgbd  Proportion ately  mobs  than  Long  Haul  TsAFFia 

In  re  Loiiisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  81. 

2.  Cannot  bs  Burdenkd  with  Cost  op  Long  Haul  Traffic. — lb. 

8.  Rates,  how  Adjusted. 

Farrar  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  R.  R.  Co.,  480. 

See  Reasonable  Rates. 

LONG  AND  SHORT  HAUL  CLAUSE. 

1.  Exceptions  Under. — When  a  railroad  claims  that  the  circumstances  and 

conditions  of  long  and  short  hauls  on  its  lines  are  so  dissimilar  as  to 
Justify  its  making  the  greater  charge  on  the  shorter  haul,  the  Commis- 
sion will  not  on  its  petition  decide  on  the  justice  of  its  claim ;  but  will 
leave  it  to  take  the  initiative  in  fixing  rates,  and  will  decide  upon  their 
Justice  and  propriety  when  complaint  is  made  by  persons  or  localities 
who  consider  themselves  injured. 

In  re  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Compcmy,  81. 

2.  Construction  of. — On  questions  of  statutory  construction  in  such  cases 

the  Commission  holds : 

First  That  the  prohibition  in  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce  against  a  greater  charge  for  a  shorter  than  for  ik 
longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorten 
being  included  in  the  longer  distance,  as  qualified  therein  is  limited  to 
cases  in  which  the  circumstances  and  conditiom  are  substantially 
similar. 

Second. — That  the  phrase  '*  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and 
conditions  *'  in  the  fourth  section,  is  used  in  the  same  sense  as  in  the 
second  section ;  and  under  the  qualified  form  of  the  prohibition  In  the 
fourth  section  carriers  are  required  to  Judge  in  the  first  Instance  with 
regard  to  the  similarity  or  dissimilarity  of  the  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions that  forbid  or  permit  a  greater  charge  for  a  shorter  distance. 

Third.  That  the  Judgment  of  carriers  in  respect  to  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  is  not  final,  but  is  subject  to  the  authority  of  the  Commis- 
sion  and  of  the  courts  to  decide  whether  error  has  been  committed,  or 
whether  the  statute  has  been  violated.  And  in  case  of  complaint  for 
violating  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
carrier  to  Justify  any  departure  from  the  general  rule  prescribed  by 
the  statute,  by  showing  that  the  olroumstances  and  conditions  are 
substantially  dissimilar. 

Fourth.  That  the  provisions  of  section  ooe«  requiring  chaises  to  be  reas- 
onable and  Just,  and  of  section  two,  forbidding  unjust  dlsorlmlnatloh, 
apply  when  exceptional  charges  are  made  under  section  four  as  they 
do  in  other  cases. 

Fifth.  That  the  existence  of  actual  competition  which  Is  of  controlling 
force,  in  respect  to  traffic  Important  in  amount,  may  make  out  Uie 
dissimilar  circumstances  and  oooditloiis  entitling  the  carrier  to  charge 
lees  for  the  longer  than  for  the  shorter  haul  over  the  same  line  in  the 
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8Bme  dlroction,  tho  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  In  the  foil 
ing  cabos : 

.  1 .  When  (x>mpotition  1b  with  carriers  by  water  which  are  not  subjee 

I  tho  provisions  of  tho  statute. 

;  2.  When  com  petition  is  with  foreign  or  other  railroads  which  are  not  a 

Joct  to  tho  provisions  of  the  statute. 

S.  In  rare  and  peculiar  cases  of  competition  between  railroads  which 
subjoct  to  the  ntatute,  when  a  strict  application  of  the  goneral  ruli 
tho  statute  would  be  destructive  of  legitimate  competition. 

Sixth.  The  Commission  further  decides  that  when  a  greater  charge  in 
aggro^ato  is  made  for  the  transportation  of  passongers  or  the  1 
kind  of  property  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over 
same  line  in  the  same  dlroction,  tho  shorter  being  Included  in 
longer  distance,  it  is  not  suffleient  justification  therefor  that  the  tra 
which  is  subjected  to  such  greater  chaige  is  way  or  local  traffic,  i 
that  which  is  given  the  more  favorable  rates  is  not. 

Nor  is  it  sufficient  justification  for  such  greater  charge  that 
short-haul  trafllc  is  more  ex()ensive  to  the  carrier,  unless  when 
^  circumHttuices  are  such  as  to  make  it  exceptiondlly  expensive,  or 

long-haul  traffic  exceptionally  inexpensive,  the  diflference  being  ext 
I  •  ordinary  and  susceptible  of  definite  proof. 

Nor  that  the  lesser  charge  on  the  longer  haul  has  for  its  motive  l 
i  encouragement  of  manufactures  or  somo  other  branch  of  industiy. 

Nor  that  it  is  designed  to  build  up  business  or  trade  centers. 

Nor  that  the  lesser  charge  on  the  longer  haul  is  merely  a  contlm 
tion  of  the  favorable  rates  under  which  trade  centers  or  industrial 
tablishmeiits  have  been  built  up.    The  fact  that  long-haul  traffic  v 
bear  certain  rates  is  no  reason  for  carrying  it  for  less  than  cost  at  1 
expense  of  other  traffic. 

In  re  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company,  81. 

•  8.  Application'  of. — Tho  Commission  will  not  make'an  order  the  effect 

(  which  would  be  to  bring  other  rates  into  conflict  with  the  fourth  sacti 

I  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

Thatcher  d.  Del.  and  Hudson  Canal  Co.  et  al,,  153. 

4.  Exceptions  Under. — Facts  and  considerations  stated  which  are  not : 

garded  oh  sufficient  to  warrant  the  deviation  from  the  rule  of  the  foui 
section  found  in  certain  tariffs. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Tariffs  of  the  Columbus  and  Western  Railw 
Company,  626. 

5.  Paktikh  TO  Long  Haul  Katea.— All  companies  forming  a  line  for  loi 

haul  traffic  are  properly  made  defendants  hi  petition  charging  violati 
of  fourth  section. 

Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.  Co.  «.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  Co.  0t  a 
159. 

6-  ''Over  tub  Same  Live.**— By  the  words  "same  line*'  a  physical  Ihia 
meant,  not  a  mere  business  arrangement;  and  one  piece  of  road  msy 
part  of  several  lines. — lb. 

6.  Fast  Freight  Line.— The  fact  that  the  tariff  for  the  long  hanUtnifllo 

mode  by  a  fast  freight  line  does  not  Justify  a  violation  of  the  section. 
U, 

B.  Compbtitiom.— The  real  and  actual,  not  the  possible  competition  ar«  t 
circumstances  which  should  be  considered  when. snoh  greater  chsq 
are  in  question.— iift. 

;0.  CiBonrrous  Route.— Under  the  circumstances  stated,  the  fact  that  a  U 
is  long  and  circuitous  and  is  obliged  to  make  concessions  in  ita  ohsii 
in  order  to  share  in  traffic,  will  not  make  out  the  <ii—imti|H>  Qinng 
stances  and  conditions  indicated  by  the  fourth  section.—*/^. 
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10.  What  Doss  not  Violate. — Hates  named  by  a  carrier  do  not  violate  tho 
fourth  section  when  it  appears  that  on  its  own  line  the  charges  are 
greater  for  the  longer  distance,  and  the  through  charges  by  the  shorter 
line  are  only  made  greater  by  the  fact  that  the  oonnecting  road  which 
has  tins  bhoi-tei  luie  iuakcs  higher  rates  than  tho  conncctiug  ro:;d  which 
has  the  longer  line. 

Allen  V.  Louisville,  Now  Albany  and  Chicago  Railway  Company, 
219. 

Case  stated  showing  no  violation  of  the  long  and  shoH  haul  clause.— 
lb. 

11.  Skvsbal  Roads  PABTioiPATiNa. — Where  the  purpose  of  a  complaint  Is 
to  compel  a  reduction  of  through  rates  from  a  western  point  over  several 
roads  to  a  seaboard  city,  all  the  roads  constituting  the  line  should  bo 
parties. — IIk 

18.  Water  CoMPBrmoN. — Where  the  real  competition  for  long  haul  traffic 
is  by  railroad,  the  fact  that  there  is  also  possible  water  competition  will 
not  of  itself  constitute  the  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  which 
will  support  greater  charges  on  shorter  than  on  longer  hauls. 

Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  Co.  et  oi., 
159. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  point  is  situated  upon  a  navigable  stream  held  not^ 
sufficient  of  itself  to  justify  the  lesser  charge  for  a  longer  haul  to  such  gT 
point.    Water  competition  to  furnish  such  Justification  should  be  actual, 
of  controlling  force,  and  in  respect  to  traffic  important  in  amount. 

Harwell  v.  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  280. 

18.  CoNSTBUonoN  OF  Clause  Stated. 

Report  of  Interstate  Conmierce  Commission,  282. 

MANUFACTURING  COMPANIES. 

pBrviLBOBS  TO. — The  Commission  has  no  power  to  grant  special  privileges 
to  them  when  the  statute  itself  does  not  sanction  it. 

In  re  Iowa  Barbed  Steel  Wire  Company,  17. 
In  re  St.  Louis  MiUers*  Association,  20. 

MILEAGE  OP  CARS. 

PBDIOXPLBS  Stated. 

Burton  Stock  Car  Co.  e.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.  a  oZ.,  182. 

MILEAGE  TICKETS. 

Issuakob  of. — Authorized  by  Section  22  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

Larrison  v,  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  R*y  Co.,  147. 
Associated  Wholesale  Grocers  of  St.  Louis  «.  Missouri  Pacific  R*y 
Co.,  166. 

Authorization  of  does  not  relieve  carriers  from  requirements  of  reason- 
ableness and  impartiality  as  to  rates  charged  which  are  prescribed  by 
other  sections  of  the  Act. — lb. 

Special  contract  limiting  liability  of  carrier  in  mileage  tickets  to  com- 
mercial  travelers  will  not  justify  a  lower  rate  than  is  charged  the  public, 
when  same  terms  sre  not  offered  to  all  who  will  aooept  such  special  con- 
tracts.—/&. 

Must  be  sold  impartially.— /&. .    « 
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i  MILLING  IN  TRANSIT. 

{  1.  No  AuTHORiTT  TO  CoM PEL.— Milling  in  transit  having  long  been  permitted 

}  by  common  carriers  to  millers  at  some  points  and  a  laige  quantity  of 

I  tlio  transits  being  said  to  be  out  wl^ch  can  be  and  are  made  use  of  to 

give  the  millers  at  Minneapolis  an  advantage  in  rates  over  those  of  St 
Louis,  the  Commission  cannot  correct  the  wrong  by  gi\'ing  or  authoris- 
ing special  rates  to  the  ISt.  Louis  millers. 

In  re  St.  Ix)uis  Millers*  Association,  20. 
In  re  Iowa  Barbed  Steel  Wire  Company,  17. 

2.  A  Favor  in  Transportation. — Whether  or  not  the  system  known  as 
*' milling  in  transit*'  be  objectionable  under  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
mence, it  is  clear  that  the  Commission  has  no  power  to  compel  the  grant- 
ing of  such  a  favor  when  the  privilege  would  be  in  the  natui*e  of  a  con- 
cession to  a  particular  locality. 

Crews  V.  Richmond  and  Danville  Railroad  Companv,  428. 
La  Crosse  Manufacturers*  and  Jobbers*  Union  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee 
and  St.  Paul  Railway  Co.,  G29. 

OIL. 

Transportation  of. 

See  Preference  and  Advantagie;  Unjust  Disgbdiikatioh. 
liice  «.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  503. 

PARALLEL  LINES. 

Rates  upon.— Corresponding  advantages  should  be  afforded  patrons  of  par- 
allel linos  operated  by  the  same  carrier. 

Boards  of  Trade  Union  of  Farmlngton,  etc.  «.  Cliioago,  Milwaukee 
and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  215. 

PARTIES. 

1.  Personal  Interest.— One  may  complain  on  public  grounds  of  a  violation 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  which  amounts  to  a  public  grievance, 
without  having  any  personal  interest  to  be  affected  by  the  violation  ex- 
cept as  one  of  the  public. 

Vermont  State  Grange  n.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  R.  et  al,,  159. 

2-  Voluntary  Ab.sociation- — A  voluntary  state  association  of  persons  en- 
gage<l  in  an  industrial  pursuit  may  be  complainant  in  proceedings  chaig- 
ing  a  violation  of  the  long  and  short  haul  clause  of  the  Act. — 76. 

3  Complaint  under  Fourth  Section. — All  the  roads  constituting  the  line 
which  makes  the  through  rate  complained  of  should  be  parties  to  a  com- 
plaint which  seeks  to  compel  a  reduction  of  such  through  rates. 

Allen  17.  Louisville,  New  Albany  and  C'hicago  Railway  Company,  199. 

4.  All  Ixterkstkd  Entitled  to  be  Heard. — Parties  affected  are  entitled 
to  be  iiotitiod  in  case  a  change  in  rates  Is  aslted.  No  order  correcting 
unjust  discrimination  made  for  want  of  proper  parties;  amendments  al- 
lowed, etc.  I 

llarwoll  r.  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  237. 

5.  Absence  of  Party  Interested. — Whore  the  relation  of  any  carrier  .to 
the  niatt<?r  complained  of  is  such  that  it  is  in  whole  or  in  part  mateiially 
rospoiiHlble  for  the  alleged  grievance,  and  has  direct  interest  in  any  in- 
vcstigation  of  the  Rubject-matter  involved,  that  carrier  should  be  a  partj 
to  thn  proceeding,  and  if  not  a  party  no  relief  ciin  be  given  against  it. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Co.  i),  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  R.  R.,  490. 


INDEX.  695 

PASS  SYSTEM,  THE. 
Evils  of. 
Kepoi-t  of  Interstate  Commerce  CommlsBion,  266. 

PASSENGERS. 

1.  Discrimination  in  Salr  of  Tickets. 

Larrison  v.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company,  147. 

Michigan  Central  Railroad  Company  t>.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  Company,  147. 

Associated  Wholesale  Grocers  of  St.  Louis  u.  Missouri  Pacific  Rail- 
roa<I  Company,  \i)i). 

Smith  V.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  208. 

3.  CoLoHEi)  I^Eoi'LE.— May  be  properly  assigned  separate  cars  on  equal 
terms.  Such  a  soparation  of  the  races  does  not  create  undue  prejudice 
or  unjust  preference. 

Councill  V.  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  889. 

Ileard  v.  Georgia  Railroad  Company,  428. 

Com])lainant,  a  colored  man,  paid  the  same  fare  as  other  first-class  pas- 
songers,  and  it  waH  only  fair  dealing  and  common  honesty  that  he 
tihould  have  the  security  and  (convenience  of  travel  for  which  his  money 
had  been  tiiken.  The  fact  being  found  that  he  did  not,  the  defendant 
was  hold  guilty  of  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.— /ft. 

PENDING  SUIT.     ' 

When  a  Defence.— Where  a  pending  suit  Involves  to  some  extent  the  ques- 
tion presented  to  the  Conmiission,  the  pendency  thereof  will  not  be 
dueiued  sulllcient  reason  for  declining  to  make  an  order  when  it  is  seen 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  will  not  necessarily  cover  the  same 

ground  liS  the  petition. 

Keith  V.  Kentucky  Central  R.  R.  et  al.y  189. 

Leave  granted  to  a[)ply  for  a  modification  of  the  order  if  found  neeeesary 
to  make  it  conform  to  the  judgment  in  a  pending  suit,  when  the  same 

shall  bi3  rendered. — lb. 

PETITION. 

1.  Verification  and  Proof  of. 

In  re  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  6. 

2.  Party  in  Interest  should  make  Complaint  in  nis  Own  Naui. 

Ottinger  v.  The  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  144. 

See  Complaint:  Practice;  Railboad  Company. 

POOLING  OF  FREIGHTS. 

Siiuect  Considered. 

Repoil  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  809. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Kvn)KN(  K  Ungn red. —When  issues  of  fact  are  presented  a  dedsioilcaD^ 
not  be  made  wit  hout  Home  evidence  upon  which  to  base  it. 

Leonard  v.  Union  Pacific  lUdlway  Co.,  185. 
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2.  Aba5i>onment  of  Pbocredino.— Petitioner  not  appearing  or  being  heard 

from  after  rect^iving  copy  of  defendant's  answer  to  his  oomplaintf  th« 
Commission  assumtits  ttiat  he  is  satisfied,  and  dismisses  the  case. 

Jaokson  v.  St.  Louis.  Arkansas  and  Texas  R'y,  184. 

3.  Aftku  Relief  concedkd.— When  after  trial,  but  before  decision,  the  de- 

fondant  con(;odes  the  relief  sought  and  reduces  its  tariff  to  the  ratpv 
claimed  by  the  petitioner,  no  order  is  made  or  opinion  announced  by  the 
Commission ;  a  report  of  the  facts  is  made  to  complete  the  record  of  the 
case. 

Manufacturers*  and  Jobl)ers'  Union  of  Mankatb  «.  3Iinueapoli8  and  St. 
Louis  R.  R.  Co.  ft  al.,  227. 

4.  Cases  at  I8A(;e. — Proceeding  to  be  in  the  simplest  form  consistent  with 

reasonable  certainty;  no  replication  I'equired.  When  facts  are  not 
agn^ed  ui>on,  depositions  may  be  taken  on  notice,  and  the  work  should 
be  entered  upon  immediately  after  answer.  Assignment  for  hearing 
made  on  request  of  either  party.  Parties  will  be  heard  orally  or  upon 
briefs,  as  they  prefer. 

In  re  Procedure  in  cases  at  issue,  233. 

5.  QrESTioNH  OF  Law. — Dilatory  pleadings  considered  objectionable  and  a 

single  8]K3e<iy  hearing  desired  in  every  case ;  all  proper  questions  will 
then  be  entt^rtained,  whether  Jurisdictional  or  relating  to  the  merits  of 
the  controversy. 

In  re  Procedure  concerning  questions  of  law,  224. 

6.  Complaint  to,  and  Adji'dioation  by,  Commission. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  295. 

7.  Oia)ER  on  a  xo  I  NO  Rates  not  Retroactive. — After  decision  petitioners 

raised  the  question  whether  they  were  not  entitled  to  have  payments  re- 
funded whi<;h  had  been  made  in  excess  of  the  rate  now  fixed.  Hdd,  that 
an  order  changing  the  rate  was  not  retroactive,  but  would  reduce  the 
rate  from  the  time  of  promulgation  only. 

Farrar  &  Co.  v.  East  Tenn.,  Virginia  and  Georgia  R.  R.,  480. 

8.  Application'  for  Re-hearin'o.— The  Commission  will  promptly  and  care- 

fully examine  an  application  for  a  re-hearing  with  a  view  to  the  imme- 
diate correction  of  an  error  of  law  or  of  fact  found  to  exist,  but  will  not 
direct  a  re-hearing  unless  satisfied  that  it  might  have  the  effect  of  ohaiig- 
ing  the  result  of  what  the  Commission  has  already  done. 

Riddle,  Dean  k  Co.  «.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  R.  R.,  490. 

9.  Decision  and  I^eport. — The  Commission  does  not  report  evidenoe  which 

is  only  cumulative,  or  which  is  immaterial  or  irrelevant,  or  mere  details 
of  evidence  embraced  in  suljstantlal  facts  stated. — Ih. 

The  statute  is  construed  as  dealing  with  the  substance  of  things  and  as 
contemplating  speedy  methods  of  procedure  which  come  at  once  to  the 
very  right  of  questions  arising'  in  the  transportion  of  persons  and 
freight. — Ih. 

See  Amendment  ;  pAhriES ;  Petition  ;  Railroad  Compakt. 

PREFERENCE  AND  ADVANTAGE. 

1.  When  Undue  and  Unreasonable. — Rates  and  chaiges  not  unreasonably 
high  of  themselves  can  be  so  adjusted  in  their  relations  to  each  other  as 
to  produce  the  undue  preference  and  unreasonable  ad\'antage  which  ttie 
2)d  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  makes  unlawful. 

Boards  of  Trades  UnloUi  etc.  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R. 
R.  Co.,  215. 
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Raymond  r.  Chioogo,  Milwaukee  and  St  Paul  R.  R.  Co.,  230. 

2.  Measurb  op  Proof  KKQiriKED  to  Justify. — When  water  ccmpetition  is 
brought  forwurd  as  a  justlflcation  of  preference  and  advantage,  the  same 
measure  of  proof  Is  rtniulreU  to  overcome  the  presumption  that  such  din- 
tin. •♦^imis  :iro  unique  aiii  uiiroa.-.onuulo  whicii  ib  lequiitju  to  work  an  ex- 
ception under  set^tiou  4  of  the  Act. 

Harwell  v.  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  236. 

8.  Colored  People. — Colored  people  who  buy  first-class  tickets  must  be 
furnished  with  accommodations  equally  safe  and  comfortable  with  other 
flrst-class  passengers.  A  car  furnishcfd  complainant  found  to  be  only 
second-class  in  comforts  for  travel,  and  held  that  he  was  thereby  sub- 
jected to  undue  preference  and  unreasonable  disadvantage,  in  violation 
of  section  three  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

Councill  V.  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  339. 
Heard  v.  Georgia  Railroad  Company,  428. 

4.  Railroad  Material. — A  producer  of  railroad  material  (^.  ff.  ties)  is  en- 

titled to  sell  it  when  he  wishes,  in  the  best  available  market.  Common 
carriers  are  forbidden  to  attempt  to  prevent  this  by  applying  dispro- 
portionate or  unreasonable  rates. 

Reynolds  v.  Western  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  Railway  Company, 
893. 

5.  In  Shipment  of  Coal.— The  selection  of  either  goods  or  customers  is 

forbidden  to  common  carriers.  Less  desirable  traffic  which  is  ordinarily 
the  subject  of  transportation,  and  not  dangerous  to  handle,  must  be  ac- 
accepted  upon  reasonable  terms,  as  well  as  that  which  is  more  desirable. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Company  v.  New  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western 
Railroad  Company,  594. 

See  Distribution  of  Cabs. 

6.  Transportation  of  Petroleum  Oils. — When  for  a  8p)ecial  traffic,  e,  p.^ 

the  tran8i)ortation  of  petroleum  oils,  a  carrier  provides  rolling  stock  for 
one  method  but  does  not  provide  it  for  another,  for  which  it  publishes 
rates,  the  terms  on  which  such  rolling  stock  is  to  be  provided  should  bo 
uniform  and  published  with  the  rate  sheets,  and  cannot  lawfully  be  left 
to  be  the  subject  of  bargain  and  different  terms  in  the  case  of  different 
shippers.  V^ 

Rice  r.  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  503. 

When  two  methods  for  the  transportation  of  an  article  of  merchandise 
are  nominally  offered  by  the  carrier,  for  only  one  of  which  it  offers  roll- 
Ing  stock,  and  for  the  other  of  w^hich  the  shipper  must  supply  his  own 
roiling  stoc^k,  at  considerable  expense,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  resorts 
ing  to  t  he  latter  by  th<^  shipper  is  so  far  a  matter  of  choice  that  he  has 
no  concern  in  charges  for  transportation  in  the  other  mode;  such 
charges  should  be  n^latively  just  and  equal. — Ih. 

It  is  properly  the  business  of  a  carrier  by  railroad  to  supply  rolling 
stock  for  the  freight  he  offers  or  proposes  to  carry;  and  if  the  diversi- 
ties and  peculiarities  of  traffics  are  such  that  this  is  not  always  practical, 
and  the  consignor  is  allowed  to  supply  it  for  himself,  the  carrier  must 
not  allow  its  own  deflclencies  in  this  particular  to  be  made  the  means  of 
putting  at  unreasonable  disadvantage  those  who  may  use  in  the  same 
tralTlc  all  the  fjvcilities  which  it  supplies. — Ib^ 

See  Act  to  Reoulatk  Commerce;  Unjust  Dibobimination. 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Evidence. 
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PRIVILEGES. 

1.  ExoLnsiTB.— Ck>inmon  carriers  not  authorized  to  grant  to  a  oorporatloii 

exclusive  privileges  for  handling  live  stook  which  involve  the  right  to 
make  a  charge  in  addition  to  the  transportation  charges. 

Keith  «.  Kentuo^  Central  R.  R.  et  cU,,  189. 

2.  Special. 

See  Ihtbbstate  Commerok  Commissioh. 

QUESTIONS  OF  LAW. 

How  Disposed  op. 

In  re  Procedure  Concerning  Questions  of  Law,  224. 
Rule  VI.,  3. 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Petition  bt. — It  is  not  a  grievance  of  which  a  railroad  company  can  oom- 
plain  on  its  own  account  that  a  competitor  violates  the  fourth  section  of 
the  Act.  when  such  company  is  not  interested  in  the  short-haul  traffic, 
and  does  nut  prove  any  connection  between  the  high  charges  thereoQ 
and  the  low  charges  of  the  competitive  traffic. 

Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.  Co.  t.  Boston  and  Lowell  R.  H.  et(U.y  159. 

It  is  not  a  valid  reason  for  a  railroad  company  to  institute  proceedings 
against  another  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act,  that  the  complain- 
ing party  desires  to  know  whether  the  other  is  Justified  in  making  the 
high  charges  on  short-haul  traffic,  in  order  that  it  may  do  the  same. — 
lb. 

RAILWAY  CONDUCTORS. 
Question  op  Fbbb  Tbanspobtation  fob. 

See  Fbee  Tbanspobtation. 

RATES. 

1.  Qboupino  of. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Sid. 

2.  Dupabity  in. 

/&.,317. 

8.  Unsteadiness  in. 
lb.,  314. 

4.  Wars  of. 

lb.,  315. 

5.  Information  Conoebnino.— Duty  of  carriers  in  respect  to  famishing  pr*». 

ciso  information  to  the  public  concerning  all  matters  affecting  rates  and 
charges  in  transportation,  stated. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  603. 

See  C0NOE6810N  OF  Relief;   Preference  and  Advantaox;   Reasonabui 

Rates;  Unjust  Disobimination. 

REASONABLE  RATES. 

1.  Subject  Considered. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commissioni  812. 


INDEX.'  699 

2.  EviDENOE. — Hates  will  not  be  declared  unreasonable  and  unlawful  under 

the  tirst  section  of  the  Act,  without  other  testimony  than  that  afforded 
by  comparison. 

Raymond  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R*y,  280. 

3.  Considerations  which  Affect  Question. — In  determining  what  is  a  Just 

and  reasonable  rate  for  a  particular  commodity  (for  example,  wheat) 
the  Commission  will  talce  into  consideration  the  earnings  and  expenses 
of  operating,  rates  charged  upon  the  same  commodity  upon  other  roads 
as  nearly  similarly  situated  as  may  be,  the  diversities  between  the  rail- 
road in  question  and  such  other  roads,  the  relative  amount  of  through 
and  local  business,  the  proportion  borne  by  the  commodity  in  question 
to  the  remainder  of  the  local  traffic,  the  market  value  of  the  commodity 
and  its  gradual  reduction,  the  reductions  made  by  the  carrier  upon  other 
articles  which  arc  consumed  and  necessarily  required  by  the  producers 
of  the  article  in  question;  and  all  other  circumstances  affecting  the 
traffic  of  itself,  and  as  related  to  other  considerations  entering  into  the 
charges  of  the  carrier. 

Evans  v.  Oregon  Railway  and  Navigation  Company,  825. 
Reed  v.  Oregon  Railway  and  Navigation  Company,  826. 

4.  Railhoai)  Material  Entitled  to. — Rates  established  by  a  common  car- 

rier in  order  to  keep  upon  its  line  material  for  which  the  road  has  use, 
or  to  keep  the  price  low  for  its  own  advantage,  cannot  be  justified. 

lieynolds  v.  Western  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  Railway  Company, 
398. 

5.  Principles  Relating  to. — When  the  reasonableness  of  rates  is  in  ques- 

tion the  charges  made  on  long  through  lines  cannot,  for  reasons  stated 
in  thR  opinion,  form  a  just  basis  for  comparison  with  local  rates  for  rela- 
tively shorter  distances. 

Crews  r.  Richmond  and  Danville  Railroad  Company,  401. 
La  Crobso  M.  &  J.  Union  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R'y 
Co.,  629. 

A  carrier  is  not  compellable  by  law  to  give  the  merchants  of  a  town  on 
its  line  the  privilege  of  shipping  their  goods  from  the  point  of  purchase 
to  their  own  locality,  and  again  from  thence  to  the  place  at  which  the 
goods  may  be  sold  by  them,  at  the  same  rate  which  would  have  been 
charged  had  there  been  but  one  shipment  from  the  point  of  purohase  to 
the  point  of  ultimate  delivery. — lb. 

6.  Not  Neceshahily  Proportionate  to  Distance. — As  a  rule  in  the  trans- 

portation of  freight  by  railroads  while  the  aggregate  charge  is  continu- 
ally increasing  the  further  the  freight  is  carried,  the  rate  per  ton  per 
mile  is  constantly  growing  less. 

Farrar  &  Co.  v.  East  Tenn.,  Virginia  and  Qeorgia  R.  R.,  480. 

In  the  nature  of  things  joint  rates  on  long  hauls  usually  are  and  as  a 
rule  should  bo  lower  in  proportion  to  distance  than  local  rates  on  short 
hauls  on  the  same  commodity. — lb. 

The  Act  to  r(»gulate  commerce  throws  no  restrictions  or  obstacles  in 
the  way  of  the  operation  of  this  rule,  but  gives  it  the  benefit  and  aid  of 
its  sanction  and  and  safe-guard. — lb. 

Joint  rates  on  lumber  from  Dalton  to  Roanoke  and  Lynchburg  shown 
to  be  unreasonable,  upon  the  grounds  and  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in 

the  opinion. — lb. 

Certain  local  rates  held  not  unreasonable. — lb. 

8oe  Act  to  Reoi  late  Commerce  :  Preference  and  Adyantaoe;  Rblatiyx 
Rates;  Unjust  Discrimination;  Classification. 


RECEIVER. 

(^MPLi-iST  Amesdbd.— A  roRd  being  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  a  complaint 
W(w  instituted  against  the  company  ownliig  It.  and  in  the  oiiraplaint  the 
rncfllvirahin  wa?  ■!L"ntlnt";il-  1'"'.  '^"  r-"f>;"!-';-  '■••'>;  ':t".!i"!  -■=  having 
dome  into  [lOBMSsion  of  the  road  and  the  reoolviir  was  errunoouel;  ualln*! 
the  preeldent  ol  the  company.  The  petition  was  served  on  hfm.  and 
the  answer  was  Hied  by  the  company.  Cnder  the  circuntBtanoes  It  vr^ 
Held,  proper  to  allow  the  petitioner  to  auend  hie  complaint  bo  ae  to 
show  the  existence  of  the  reoeivarahip. 
lieynolda  v.  Weatcm  New  York  &,  Pennsylvania  R'y  Company,  347. 

REGULAR  PATRONS. 

KoT  EsTin.KD  TO  Phefbkknck. 

Riddl«.  Dean  t  Conipaiiy  r.  New  York,  Luke  Erie  and  Weslem  noil, 
rood  Company,  OM. 

RE-HEARINQa 
See  pHACTicB. 

RELATIVE  BATES. 

1.  Unvek  Skctiov  Osk  of  tub  Act. — Rates  must  be  reasonable  relatively  ns 

well  aa  absolutely. 

Boards  of  Trado  Union  of  Farmlngton,  Ao.  t.  Chicago.  Milwaukee 
and  8t  Paul  R'y  Company,  315. 

2.  Adjubtmkst  Of. — Rates  and  charges  not  nnrfiaeonnljly  high  of  themselTn! 

can  be  so  adjusted  in  thdir  relalious  to  each  other  ae  to  give  undue  pret- 

Raymond  n.  Chicsflo.  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R'y,  230. 
8.  DcTT  CosoKRKiso.— The  spirit  and  purpose  of  the  Act  to  rpgulatA  oom. 
merce  ref] Hires  that  when  the  cIn-umRlanoen  and  conditions  will  faiily 
admit  of  It  tliu  ohurges  to  all  points  tuc  u  like  survlcu  should  be  mad« 
rolativuly  equal. 

Crewfi  e.  Richmond  and  Danville  Railroad  Company,  411. 

La  Crosse  ManuFacturers'  and  Jobbi-re'  Union  r.  Chicago,  Hllwaukve 
and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  029. 

It  le  not  a  ground  of  complaint  against  a  railroad  company  that  It  equal- 
izes Its  rates  as  between  large  and  small  towns,  even  though  the  efferl 
may  be  prMJudleial  to  the  large  towns,  which  before  had  tieen  specially 
favored — lb. 
4.  CiBCrvBT ANDES  ApFBOTiBO. — Tho  relative  roosonableness  of  rates  oD  ship. 
ments  from  western  points  to  cities  on  tho  Atlantic  seaboard  Is  to  he  d*i- 
terniined  by  all  the  niroumstanceB  and  i^tiditions  that  affect  the  traffic 
to  the  lospcctlve  points  between,  wliich  the  rates  are  questioned,  nnil 
not  solely  by  one  standard  of  comparison. 

Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  c.  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southnrn 
Railway  Company,  436. 

The  length  and  character  of  the  haul .  the  cost  of  the  service ,  the  vol- 
ume of  business,  the  conditions  of  competiUmi .  the  storage  capacity 
and  the  geographical  situation  at  the  different  terminal  points  arc  all 
elements  of  importance.—/'/. 

In  view  of  the  longer  haul  to  Boston  than  to  New  York  .  the  greater 
ooet  of  transportation  to  Boston,  the  very  much  greater  volume  of  buni- 
nesB  to  and  from  New  York ,  tha  competition  by  wat«r  traneportatloD, 


INDEX.  701 

and  also  by  sovoral  railroad  lines,  and  the  geographical  and  commer- 
cial advantages  of  New  York,  Held,  that  the  existing  differentials  aro' 
not  unreasonable. — lb. 

See  Unjust  Disokimination. 

REPLICATION. 

Not  Required. 

In  re  Procedure  in  Cases  at  Issue,  228. 

I^KPOUT  OF  THE  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSI IC^^     ^^4. 

1 .  AoT  TO  Regulate  Commerce,  269. 

2.  Amendments  of  the  Law,  823. 

3.  Annual  Reports  from  Carriers,  801. 

4.  Carriers  Subject  to  its  Jurisdiction,  271. 
fi.  Circuitous  Routes,  288. 

(t.  Classification  of  Passengers  and  Freight,  802,  806. 

7.  Construction  of  the 'Long  and  Short  Haul  Clause,  28;^ 

8.  Competition,  319. 

l>.  Complaints  to,  and  Adjudications  bt  the  Commission,  2V. 

10.  Cost  of  Moving  Trains,  818. 

11.  Corporate  Abuses,  261. 

12.  Difficulty  of  the  Subject,  279. 

13.  Excessive  Competition,  261. 

14.  Effects    of   Abrogation   of   Fobmsb    Pb^OTIOS   BY   Opbkahon   o9 

Fourth  Section,  289. 

15.  Express  Carriers,  273. 

16.  Expense  of  Hearings,  800. 

17.  Filing  and  Publishing  op  Tariffs,  292. 

18.  General  Observations  Upon  Opkration  of  rmc  Law,  822. 

19.  General  Supervision  op  the  Carriers  Subject  to  tbb  Act,  093. 
SO.  Grouping  System,  816. 

21.  Length  of  Haul,  817. 

22.  Long  and  Short  Haul  Clattsb  op  the  Act,  278* 
2.S.  Magnitude  op  the  Railroad  Interest,  256. 

24.  Modification  of  the  Tariffs  Under  Foubtr  StoTiotr»  98<L 

25.  Occasion  op  Complaint  Against  Ratkb,  dlS. 

26.  Other  Abuses,  266. 

27.  Other  Carriers,  277. 

28.   DtSORIMINATIONS,  264. 

2^.).  Objects  of  Association,  8U« 
:iO.  Pass  System,  265. 
31.  PooimG,  809. 
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32.  Preliminary  Matter,  254. 

33.  Prooeedings  Before  the  Commission,  299. 

34.  Reasonable  CnARaES,  312. 

35.  Hboulation  of  Commerce,  Historical,  258. 

36.  Reasons  for  Disparity  in  Rates,  817. 

37.  Reparation  for  Wrongs,  297. 

38.  Return  Freights,  317. 

89.  Unsteadiness  in  Rates,  314. 

40.  Voluntary  Association  of  Railroad  Managbbs,  807. 

41.  Wars  of  Rates,  314. 

RULES  OF  PRACTICE. 
In  Cases  and  Proceedings  before  the  Commission,  1. 

SCHEDULES. 
See  Joint  TariffiS. 

SETTLERS'  TICKETS. 

Unjust  Discrimination.— The  sale  of  land  explorers*  tdokets  and  settlers* 
tickets  at  less  than  the  regular  rates  charged  to  passengers  at  the  usual 
ticket  offices,  as  practiced  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 

is  unjust  discrimination. 

Smith  V.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  908. 

SOLDIERS  AND  SAILORa 

Qttestion  of  FftBB  Transportation  for. 

In  re  Disabled  Soldiers  and  Sailors,  28. 

STOCK  CARS,  IMPROVED. 

1.  Terms  on  which  taken.— Refusal  to  pay  the  mileage  allowed  on  ex* 

change  of  cars  between  railroad  companies  is  not  an  unjust  diserlintni^- 
tion. 

Burton  Stock  Car  Co.  tj.  C.  B.  A  Q.  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.,  182. 

2.  Rates  Charged  for  Transportation  in. — ^Evidence  considered  and  snft- 
_  gestions  made,  but  no  finding  put  upon  record  for  the  reason  that  proofiB 
'^     are  not  regarded  as  sufficiently  complete. — lb. 

SUPERVISION,  GENERAL. 

Of  Carriers  Sitb.iect  to  the  Act. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  298. 

TANK  CARS. 
Transportation  of  Oil  in. 

Rice  «.  Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  508. 
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TARIFFS. 

1.  Modification  of  by  CAitBiBBS. 

Report  of  Interstate  Ck>mmeroe  CommiBrioiiy  968. 

2.  Filing  and  Publication  of. — lb.  893. 

8.  CiBOULAK  oonobbnino  Filino  Joint  RATiBt  Wf> 

4.  Obder  for  Publication  of  Joint  Export  TABiFis.—^HfS. 

5.  To  be  Framed  by  Cabbibbs. 

In  re  TarifEs  of  Columbus  and  Western  R*y  Co.,  6M. 

THROUGH  RATES. 

When  Required.— Through  rates  and  through  bills  of  lading  given  on  other 
commodities  and  to  other  points  similarly  situated  should  be  given  on 
cotton  when  no  excuse  is  shown  for  refusing  same. 

Harwell «.  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  887. 
See  LoNa  and  Sbobt  Haul  Claubb. 

TICKETS,  THROUGH, 

As  A  Facility  of  Tbaffic. 

Chicago  and  Alton  Railroad  Company  «.  PenoA^ylviDlia  Raflroad  Com- 


pany, 86. 


TRADE  CENTERS. 


See  LoxG  and  Short  Haul  Clause;  Unjust  DisoBonNATioir ;  Pbbrbinob 

AND  AdTANTAGB. 


TRADERS'  AND  TRAVELLERS'  UIOOK. 

1.  Question  of  Fbee  Tbanspobtation  for. 

See  Tbanspobtaion. 

2.  Question  of  Extba  Baooagb,  allowanob  fob. 

See  Baogagb. 


TRESPASS. 
See  Damaobb. 

TRL/O.  BY  JURY. 

See  Damagbs.  * 

UNDERBILLING. 

1.  Cbabactbr  of  Transaction.— The  shipper  in  MMk  <MMI  |Mm  fnllllit 
upon  a  less  quantity  than  is  actually  oacrried,  tbe  BBWdi  xA  iffiob  la  tibat 
upon  the  gross  amount  be  pays  a  reduced  rale;  to  oMlwiPBrtto» la law 
sum  than  is  charged  to  other  e^ppera  for  a  Ilka  -  ~-  - 

In  re  Underbilling,  688. 
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S.  VioLATinK  or  Law.— The  device  knowD  as  tiTiderbllUng  erpialoed  and    I 
round  to  bo  in  coutraveutlon  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.—  " 

3.  ExTRBT  OF. — Pacta  stated  showing  osti-nt  to  which  this  davico  baa  been 
omployod  durinit  wiaiar  of  1887-8.-/6. 

4-  Rkmedibs  fou, — VarlouB  suggostlone  made  In  respect  to  dutlea  of  com- 
mon i!&rrtpr,  inspcntlon  of  KOods  t«aderod  foi  shlpiuent,  OLecerUdnlDg 
oorrect  weights  in  all  caeee,  (itc.—Ib. 


UNITED  STATES. 

TaassroiiTATios  Foit, 

In  re  Indian  Buppllen,  15. 

In  re  United  Statee  CommlsBton  of  Fish  and  Fleheriee,  SI. 


UNJUST  DlSCKmiNATION. 

1.  DisoocNT  FOB  QpASTiTT.— An  offer  by  a  railroMi  company  to  give  a  dU 
count  to  ajiy  eoneigneo  who  withiu  h  year  shall  ri^celve  at  any  one  sta 
tion  a  apeclllod  amount  of  freight,  which  offer  purports  to  be  made  U 
secure  epe«dy  dlspatchi  but  Is  not  uondlUoned  on  speeily  dispatch  being 
made,  Is  void,  and  It  a  dleuount  la  mitde  to  one  dealer  in  purauauca  of  It,  ' 
all  others  will  be  entitled  to  n  like  discount. 

Providence  Coal  Co.  e.  Prov3denc9  and  Worcosler  R.  It  Co.,  107. 
If  the  real  consideration  of  the  offer  were  to  sflcure  speedy  dispatch,  it    ' 
should  have  been  open  to  all  who  oould  accept  it.  rejjarUlese  of  quau> 
tlty.— i*. 

An  offer  of  a  special  discount  made  professedly  on  one  ground  in  tha 
published  tariff,  cannot,  when  that  ground  falls,  lie  supported  by  relor- 
ing  it  to  some  other  and  different  ground.— /A. 

A  railroad  company  c-annot  support  a  discount  based  on  quantity  of  , 
freight  received  by  any  one  shipper,  on  the  principles  whluh  are  applied 
among  merchants,  whereby  they  give  bett«r  prices  in  wholesale  than 
in  retail  dealings.  The  oases  are  not  analogous,  since  the  naraltig  of 
the  quantity  of  freight  that  sliaU  be  compared  to  wholesale  purchasee 
must  necessarily  be  altogether  arbitrary,  and  the  duly  of  Impartial  ser- 
vioe  which  the  company  owes  to  the  public  will  preclude  special  discclm. 
InatloiiB  being  determined  by  arbitrary  teste.  -li. 

S.  Two  TBBMiSAt  Statiom  at  onr  kni)  op  Road.  -The  Providence  and 
Worcester  Railroad  Company  has  one  termiims  on  the  river  In  Provi- 
dence.  and  another  across  the  river  in  East  Providence;  the  one  In 
Providence  having  been  first  conBtru(;M?d,  and  the  other  later,  wid  for 
the  convenience  of  the  company.  Prom  the  Providence  terminus  to 
points  reached  from  both  the  distance  is  slightly  the  lass.  The  com. 
pany  Is  not  at  liberty  to  make  from  Providence  to  such  common  points 
higher  chaises  than  from  East  Providence.  In  order  to  force  the  busi- 
ness to  the  latter  terminus,  atid  would  Iw  chargeable  with  unjust  dis- 
crimination If  It  should  do  so. — lb. 

3.  ICsToprst.,— The  fact  that  a  railroad  oompauy  for  many  yeare  has  paid 

the  charge  tor  hauling  freight  from  wharves  to  ite  station,  does  not  bind 
it  to  continue  that  practice,  and  if  not  bound  by  contract  It  may  stop 
doing  so  at  any  time,—/*. 

4.  HilKaos,— As  the  Burton  Btook  Car  Co,  does  not  nee  carB  of  railroad 

uompanies,  or  exchange  oois  In  any  manner,  but  ronts  them  to  the  put>- 
IM  for  hire,  the  refusal  of  the  defendants  to  pay  the  same  mileage  al- 
lowed on  exchangee  of  cars  betwHU  Mob  Other  doea  not  constitute  ua- 
JuM  dUorlmlnatliLiu. 
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Burton  8took  Car  Co.  «.  Chicago,  Burlington  axid  Quinoy  R.  R.  Co.  si 
al.,  182. 

6.  Date  of  Transaction.— The  Act  to  regulate  commerce  does  not  afTord  a 
remody  for  unjutt  dificrimination  which  occurred  before  the  act  wa* 

Ottinger  v.  The  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  144. 

6.  Mileage  Tickets.— A  railroad  company  that  sells  mileage  tickets  must 

sell  them  impartially  to  all  the  public  who  apply  for  them ;  their  sale  to 
a  particular  class  of  persons  at  lower  rates  than  are  charged  to  otheiv  is  " 

unjust  discrimlDatiou. 

Larrlson  v.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.,  147. 
Associated  Wholesale  Grocers  of  St  Louis  v.  Missouri  Pacific  R'y 
Co.,  156. 

7.  Stock  Yards.— It  is  the  duty  of  common  carriers  of  live  stock  to  provide 

reasonable  and  proper  facilities  for  loading  and  miloading  live  stock  free 
of  charges  other  than  the  usual  transportation  charges. 

Keith  V,  Kentucky  Central  R.  R.  e^  oZ.,  189. 

8.  Passenobr  Transportation- — Discrimination  in  rates  charged  passen- 

gers who  enjoy  the  same  accommodations  is  not  Justified  by  proof  that 
the  carrier's  present  or  future  business  will  be  thereby  stimulated,  or 
that  the  settlement  of  the  country  will  be  promoted,  or  that  those  re- 
ceiving the  more  favorable  rates  are  persons  of  small  means  who  are 
about  to  locate  permanently  in  the  northwest. 

Smith  V.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  208. 

The  rule  under  which  passenger  transportation  should  be  conducted  re- 
quires absolute  equality  of  payment  from  all  persons  enjoying  the  same 
accommodations. — lb. 

Colored  passengers  may  be  properly  assigned  separate  cars  on  equal 
terms ;  but  the  accommodations  provided  must  be  the  same  as  thcee 
provided  for  while  passengers  holding  the  same  class  of  tickets. 

Council!  ff.  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  889. 
Heard  «.  Georgia  U.  R.  Co.,  428. 

See  Passengers  ;  Prefbbencx  and  Advantage. 

9.  Relative  Rates.— Rates  must  not  only  be  reasonable  in  themselves,  but 

they  should  be  so  relatively  reasonable  as  to  protect  communitiea  atnd 
business  against  unjust  discrimination. 

B6ards  of  Trade  I[nion  of  Farmington,  etc.  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee 
and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  215. 


When  the  same  carrier  operates  parallel  lines,  and  for  any  cause 
cepts  low  rates  on  one  of  them,  it  should  provide  sufficient  correspond- 
ing advantages  to  the  patrons  of  the  other  line  to  preserve  the  substan- 
tlal  equality  contemplated  by  the  statute. — lb. 

Low  charges  upon  one  of  two  routes  operated  by  the  same  carrier  should 
not  be  made  up  by  relatively  high  charges  upon  the  other,  when  the  re- 
sult disastrously  affects  the  business  of  communities  situated  upon  the 
the  latter  line.- 7i. 

10.  Relative  Rates. — If  a  railway  company  in  establishing  charges  on  dif- 
ferent divisions  and  branches  of  its  road  so  adjusts  them  as  to  divert 
trade  and  business  to  one  locality,  which  naturally,  under  an  equitablb 
adjustment  of  charges,  would  go  to  another,  such  preference  is  not  ex. 
cused  by  the  fact  that  some  of  such  charges  are  not  entirely  voluntary 
but  result  from  competition  between  carriers. 

Raymond  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  R'y,  281. 
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II.  Watbs  Competition. — When  water  competition  la  alleged  ob  a  JubUBca- 
tioD  for  discrimliiBtioii  between  looalldee,  the  same  measure  of  proof  la 
required  to  overcome  the  preaumptlon  that  It  Is  unjust  which  Is  neoaa- 
sory  to  work  an  exception  under  Section  4. 
Harwell  o.  Columbus  and  Weetem  B.  B.  Co.,  2S6. 

13.  DiBTRtBCTioN  OP  Cabs.— Where,  according  to  Its  ueu&l  experienoe.  a 
railroad  oompan;  has  sufficient  equipment  to  meet  the  demands  upon  It. 
or  by  reaaon  of  unusual  circumstances  freights  have  accumulBtcd  to  an 
eioepUonal  extent.  It  Is  not  chargeable  with  violation  ol  law  because 
unable  to  respond  at  once  to  all  demands  tor  cars. 

Riddle,  Dean  &,  Company  v.  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie  Railroad  Com- 
pajiy,  374. 

Nor  in  euch  case  does  it  violate  any  taw  by  refusing  to  allow  its  ears  to 
bo  Koiit  off  Its  line  to  distant  points,  when  the  buaineae  offered  upon  Its 
own  line  keeps  them  fully  oocupled.— /i. 

Where  by  reason  of  extraordinary  circumstances  a  r^lroad  company 
cannot  promptly  meet  all  calls  for  cars,  it  should  furnish  them  ratably 
and  fairly  to  all  shippers  in  proportion  to  the  freights  offered  by  them 
respectively . — /ft. 
.13.  DtsTBiBunos  OP  Cab». — It  Is  not  a  valid  excuse  for  refusal  to  furnish 
a  fair  ^otment  of  a  certain  class  of  care  that  they  can  be  more  profit- 
ably employed,  and  can  supply  the  wants  of  a  larger  number  of  shippers. 
Upon  another  portion  ot  the  line. 

Riddle,  Dean  &  Company  o.  Mew  York,  Lake  Erie  and  Western  Rail- 
road Company,  594. 

itrons  are  not  entitled  to  preference  In  the  use  ot  equipment 
n  carriers.    The  public  must  be  Juatly  and  equally  served.— 
/*. 

14.  DtsTRiomoN  OF  Cabb. — Upon  the  facts  stated,  from  which  It  ameara 
that  It  was  the  duty  of  the  owners  of  a  mine  to  have  inquired  of  the  • 
agent  of  the  railroad  company  Id  respect  to  cats,  which  they  failed  to 
do.     Held,  that  a  complaliit  of  unjust  dlscrlmlnatioa  cannot  be  sos- 

Blddle,  Dean  &  Company  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 
008. 

15.  BttTWBEN  LocALiTiKfl.— The  fact  that  a  refusal  to  give  a  through  rate  as 
for  one  shipment  to  shippers  who  purchase  goods  to  sell  again  o|ierates 
prejudicially  to  the  town  desiring  the  privilege,  and  favorably  to  another 
town,  does  not  make  the  refusal  an  unjust  discrimination  when  the  same 
rule  is  applied  to  all  towns,  and  the  privilege  aeoorded  to  none. 

Crewa  r.  Richmond  and  Dnjivllle  Railway  Company.  401. 
La  Crosse  Manufacturers'  and  Jobbers'  Union  d.  Chicago,  Milwaukee 
andSt.  PanlH'yCo.,639. 

Unjust  discrimination  must  consist  in  the  doing  for  or  allowing  to  one 
party  or  place  what  is  denied  to  another;  It  cannot  be  predicated  of  ac- 
tion which  in  Itself  is  impartial.—/*. 
18.  ArFKCTiSO  Boston  Batks.— No  unjust  discrimination  shown  to  exist  in 
respect  to  the  present  differentlala  charged  on  business  from  Western 
points  to  Boston,  as  compared  with  New  York. 

Boston  Cbaml>er  of  Commerce  t.  Lake  8bore  and  Michigan  Southern 
R'y  Company,  488. 

See  BoeroK  Ezpokt  Tbad*. 
17.  Rates  on  Oil.— When  all  Istraiu^rted  tn  tanks  permanently  affixed 
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to  car  bodies  the  tank  is  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  oar,  and  for  otl 
tranqiorted  therein  the  ohaige  for  transfKNistaon  should  be'  the  same  bgr. 
the  hundred  pounds  that  the  carrier  chugee  for  transpcnrtation  between 
the  same  points,  of  barrels  filled  with  like  oU  and  taken  in  oar4oad  lots; 
the  carrier  is  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination  If  the  shipper  in  barrels  Is 
ohaiged  a  higher  rate. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  and  Nashville  R.  R.  Ck>.,  608. 

18.  EviDBNos.— Upon  a  complaint  of  unjust  discrimination,  to  rebut  the  In- 
f erenoe  arising  upon  circumstances  appearing  in  the  proofs,  evidence  Is 
admissible  to  show  that  during  a  lon|^  course  of  business  the  carrier  has 
never  exhibited  any  unfriendly  spirit  toward  the  shipper,  and  that,  on 
the  contrary,  its  agents  made  extra  exertions  in  akmI  faith  to  aooommo- 
date  the  shipper  in  the  matter  complained  of. — lb. 

19.  Short  Branch  Roaos. 

Heck  &  Petree  v.  East  Tenn.,  Yteginia  and  Geoigia  R'y,  495. 

8ee  Act  to  Rxoulate  Commxrcx  ;  Ihtbbstatb  Commxboe;  Ci.ASsmo4TioK; 

PrXFBRXNOS  AMD  AdvAITTAGB;  UHDSBBIIXnNI. 

WATER  COMPETITION. 
See  LoKO  and  Short  Hattl  Olausie. 

1.  When  not  Sufficient  to  Constitutb  Exokptioh  tlmiBB  SlonoN  ^ 

Harwell  v.  Columbus  and  Western  R.  R.  Co.,  886. 

2.  Importance  of. 

Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,' 820. 

8.  Effeot  of  Under  Fourth  Sbotioh. 
lb.,  280. 

WHOLESALE  RATES. 

Relation  of  to  Duties  of  Common  Carriers. 

Providence  Coal  Co.  v.  Providence  and  Worcester  R.  R.,  107. 
Larrison  «.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.,  151. 

WITNESSEa 
How  Examined. 

Rule  IX.  and  amendment,  4. 

In  re  Procedure  in  Cases  at  Issue,  228. 


Whole  Number  of  Paois,  720. 
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